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PURPOSE

The purpose of this bill is to provide appropriations for the fiscal
year 2006 beginning October 1, 2005, and ending September 30,
2006, for energy and water development, and for other related pur-
poses. It supplies funds for water resources development programs
and related activities of the Department of the Army, Civil Func-
tions—U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Civil Works Program in title
I; for the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation in
title II; for the Department of Energy’s energy research activities,
including environmental restoration and waste management, and
atomic energy defense activities of the National Nuclear Security
Administration in title III; and for related independent agencies
and commissions, including the Appalachian Regional Commission,
Delta Regional Authority, Denali Commission, and the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission in title IV.

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The fiscal year 2006 budget estimates for the bill total
$31,245,000,000 in new budget (obligational) authority. The rec-
ommendation of the Committee totals $31,245,000,000. This is
$1,498,272,000 above the budget estimates and $1,412,720,000 over
the enacted appropriation for the current fiscal year.

SUBCOMMITTEE HEARINGS

The Appropriations Subcommittee on Energy and Water held
four sessions in connection with the fiscal year 2006 appropriation
bill. Witnesses included officials and representatives of the Federal
agencies under the subcommittee’s jurisdiction.

The subcommittee received numerous statements and letters
from Members of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives,
Governors, State and local officials and representatives, and hun-
dreds of private citizens of all walks of life throughout the United
States. Information, both for and against many items, was pre-
sented to the subcommittee. The recommendations for fiscal year
2006 therefore, have been developed after careful consideration of
available data.

VOTES IN THE COMMITTEE

By a vote of 28 to 0 the Committee on June 16, 2005, rec-
ommended that the bill, as amended, be reported to the Senate.

(4)



TITLE I—-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL
INTRODUCTION

In 1802, responding to the need for engineering talent to support
both the defense of the young United States and its civilian infra-
structure, President Thomas Jefferson proposed a body of engineers
within the U.S. Army, readily available to tackle assignments of
national importance. To train them, he opened the first engineering
school in the United States—the U.S. Military Academy at West
Point, NY.

In the two centuries since, the expertise the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers has gained, especially in water resources, has led admin-
istrations and Congress to assign it missions in navigation, flood
control, shore protection, hydropower, water supply, recreation,
and, most recently, environmental stewardship, cleanup and res-
toration work. The public has also relied on the Corps to respond
rapidly with engineering services when disaster strikes.

Still, the question has often arisen why the Army of today carries
out a Civil Works mission that appears, at first glance, far removed
from its primary mission of deterring and winning wars. In fact, in
the past 80 years there have been at least eight proposals to trans-
fer the Civil Works mission to other Government agencies. All have
been rejected after more careful consideration.

The Army has traditionally relied on its Civil Works mission to
train combat engineers, and to complement and augment its
warfighting competencies, providing the capability to respond to
situations across the spectrum of conflict. Specifically, Civil Works
provides the Army:

—A force in being of about 24,000 engineers and other profes-
sionals, familiar with the Army culture and responsive to the
chain of command. The program provides attractive careers
and professional challenges to maintain this force. This is a no
cost asset to the Army until needed for warfighting.

—Established relationships with Federal, State and local offi-
cials, and with the Nation’s engineering and construction in-
dustries—a force multiplier of hundreds of thousands. “On the
shelf” contracts are available for emergencies.

—Deployability.—Corps members engaged in Civil Works activi-
ties are available where needed. Today scores of Civil Works
personnel are deployed in Afghanistan and Iraq. Specialists in
such activities as real estate were sent before the main force
to secure needed facilities. Meanwhile, Corps “tele-engineering”
systems link combat commanders to Corps labs and other
stateside experts for immediate on-the-ground feedback.

(5)
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—Support to Combat Forces.—Corps of Engineers knowledge of
beach dynamics helps determine sites for landings over the
shore, while expertise in soil mechanics determines the best
routes for armored vehicles with technologies developed in the
Civil Works program. Corps’ work on winter navigation helps
the Army cross frozen rivers—and was a major factor in its
crossing of the Sava River in Bosnia. Its experience with roller
compacted concrete for dams was used for runways and
hardstands. Civil Works experience with harbors allows the
Army to build ports to support U.S. forces in places such as So-
malia where facilities are primitive to non-existent.

—Expertise in natural and cultural resources, water quality,
flood plain management or toxic waste control, helping the
Army comply with more than 70 Federal environmental stat-
utes, and a breadth of experience and workload in dozens of
specialized fields that would not otherwise be possible.

—A Power Projection Platform.—Nearly all military equipment
deployed overseas passes through ports maintained by the
Civil Works program. So do most Navy ships. Corps flood con-
trol projects also play a role in force projection by protecting
key highway and rail links.

—International Goodwill. —Army Engineers experienced in Civil
Works play a major role in infrastructure in developing na-
tions. They help to improve economic conditions and strength-
en democratic institutions in these nations; allow the Army a
presence in politically sensitive areas; and foster good will
through contact between governments and armed forces. Today
Corps personnel are working in more than 90 nations around
the world. In most of these nations, no other U.S. forces are
present.

Army management of the Nation’s water resources, in turn, ben-

efits the program and the Nation in a number of ways:

—Responsiveness.—Corps members and contractors are available
to deploy, often within hours, wherever the need arises. This
was dramatically demonstrated in the aftermath of the Sep-
tember 11, 2001 attacks. Civil Works personnel were on the
scene within hours. Corps vessels operated a ferry service tak-
ing survivors to New Jersey and bringing rescue workers into
the city. Corps personnel assisted with rescue and recovery op-
erations. Structural engineers evaluated which buildings were
safe for re-entry. The 249th Engineer Battalion (Prime Power)
provided the expertise necessary to set up emergency genera-
tors that had New York’s financial district back in business the
following Monday. The Corps also developed the plan for dis-
posal of debris from “Ground Zero” and managed the Staten Is-
land disposal site so that 1.35 million tons of material were
safely disposed of months ahead of schedule and $55,000,000
under budget.

—A Bias For Action.—A unique mix of Army officers with a “can
do” attitude working alongside world class engineering and sci-
entific civilian expertise makes the Corps arguably the most
positive and proactive agency in the Federal Government.

—National Security Consideration in Planning for Infrastruc-
ture.—The Corps recently completed security assessments for



7

more than 300 of its key projects. It also led the establishment
in March 2002 of The Infrastructure Security Partnership
[TISP], bringing together government and private organiza-
tions representing about 1.6 million engineers and other pro-
fessionals to focus on securing the infrastructure necessary to
maintain normal American life. Corps “hardening” measures,
meanwhile, were credited with saving hundreds of lives in the
9/11 attack on the Pentagon.

—Impartiality in Recommendations for Projects, Permits, Etc.—
Administrations and Congresses rely on the Corps to base in-
vestment recommendations on the best engineering, economic
and environmental science available, not political consider-
ations.

—Concentration of Water Resources Expertise in One Agency.—
The Corps, with the great majority of its civil works personnel
located throughout the 50 States rather than in Washington,
DC, is unique in the world in that it provides a common arena
for water resources issues in the United States to be debated
and solutions vetted. Governments of other countries study the
Corps as they begin to understand the need for integrated solu-
tions and seek to build the capability to achieve them by com-
bining previously separate agency responsibilities. The Corps
provides synergy among various uses of water, balance among
uses and geographic areas, and the ability to plan water re-
sources for watersheds as a whole instead of single projects for
specific locations. Water resource planners and the public are
increasingly coming to understand that water problems cannot
be considered in isolation—the solution to one problem often
generates others. Uses and protection of water resources can-
not be separated, but require an integrated, watershed ap-
proach. Having different agencies in charge of water resource
uses would guarantee conflicts among uses, while having all
uses under the auspices of one agency is a major step in cre-
ating a balanced, holistic approach to the Nation’s water
needs—a step that was taken 200 years ago.

FISCAL YEAR 2006 BUDGET OVERVIEW

The fiscal year 2006 budget request for the Corps of Engineers
is composed of $4,332,000,000 in new budgetary authority and
$181,000,000 in offsetting collections from the Power Marketing
Authorities for a total program of $4,513,000,000. The Committee
is unable to take advantage of the offsetting collections due to
budgetary scoring impacts and therefore rejects this proposal for
the fourth year in a row.

The Committee recommends a total of $5,298,000,000 for the
Corps of Engineers, an increase of $612,452,000 from fiscal year
2005 enacted levels (adjusted for one-time emergency spending of
$372,400,000). The Committee recommendation is $966,000,000
above the request. The Committee recommendation provides for a
robust planning program as well as providing significant increases
to the construction and operation and maintenance accounts. Un-
fortunately, even with this large increase the Committee rec-
ommendation falls short of what is actually needed to provide effi-
cient levels of funding for all on-going work.
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The Corps’ budget proposal is a departure from previous years.
This budget is the first to be developed as a full business line pro-
gram prioritization and then cross-walked to the traditional ac-
counts summary. Projects compete in each of the three main mis-
sion areas (Flood Damage Reduction, Navigation and Environ-
mental Restoration) and are classified as follows:

—Coastal Navigation,

—Inland Navigation,

—Flood Damage reduction,

—Storm Damage reduction,

—Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration, and

—Other (including all major rehabilitation and Hydropower).

Categories 1-4 comprise 70 percent or more of the Construction,
General Program; Category 5 is 25 percent or less; and Category
6 is 5 percent or more. Projects were ranked on two performance
criteria—Remaining Benefits to Remaining Costs Ratio or effective
use of resources to address significant ecological problems. Lower
ranking projects are proposed for contract deferral, suspension or
termination. The budget proposed another new shore protection
policy, the fourth in 4 years. Additionally, the budget proposed re-
pealing the current continuing contract language and replacing it
with new multiple year contracting. Finally, the budget included a
proposal that $200,000,000 of the construction funds should be con-
tingent upon Congress accepting the administration’s budgetary
prioritization criteria.

The Committee is disappointed that the administration has in-
cluded another “new” beach policy. Beaches are the leading tourist
destination in the United States. California beaches alone receive
nearly 600 million tourist visits annually. This is more tourist vis-
its than to all of the lands controlled by the National Park Service
and the Bureau of Land Management combined. Beach tourists
contribute  $260,000,000,000 to the TU.S. economy and
$60,000,000,000 in Federal taxes. Last year Congress provided leg-
islation that beach policies will not be changed except by congres-
sional direction. Congress has repeatedly demonstrated that the
current beach policy is satisfactory. The Committee has attempted
to provide sufficient funding for a number of the most critical shore
protection projects.

The Committee has chosen to reject all of these budget proposals.
The Committee believes that this is no way to run a robust na-
tional infrastructure program. The Corps needs to seriously reex-
amine its “business line” budget model. The Corps program has al-
ways been a “big tent” where all aspects of water resource develop-
ment were jointly discussed and budgeted. The business line ap-
proach segregates these interests and promotes discord among var-
ious water resource interests. There is already evidence of some
“business lines” attempting to find ways to take funding from
“business lines” with smaller constituent bases. This lack of unity
will further the downward spiral of recent budget proposals.

The Committee believes that the budget proposal’s blind empha-
sis on remaining benefits to remaining costs ratios to determine
funding priorities is misplaced. The strict adherence to the metric
of Remaining Benefit to Remaining Cost Ratio to the exclusion of
all other possible metrics that could have been utilized such as
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widespread project net benefits, inclusion of system-wide values,
acknowledgement of regional benefits, recognition of a wider set of
benefits over a longer planning period than just 1 year, calculations
using other interest rates that are more in accordance with the
projects authorizations, as well as the GI metric of 3.0 RBRCR for
the PED projects, is indeed narrow.

Also, funding only the “highest potential return” studies to the
detriment of many other studies that provide a future vision or ad-
dress far-reaching problems while not yet showing any BCR data,
can also be considered “penny wise and pound foolish.” These stud-
ies still add value and importance and have a place in the problem
solving needs of the overall Nation’s water community.

While this process may have led to a very focused performance-
based set of final projects to study, design and construct, the
metrics used led to a very skewed set of results with a few strong
regional winners and many losers. Consideration of a more encom-
passing set of factors including those mentioned above, as well as
a number still under development, would have provided a more
comprehensive set of projects, yet continuing to deliver needed, ef-
fective, national water benefits.

These ratios provide a “snapshot” view of a project. They tell you
nothing of the relative value of one project to another, projects in
rural areas with fewer beneficiaries are penalized and no consider-
ation is given to the workforce. Congress has repeatedly dem-
onstrated that it desires to keep the structure of the Corps of Engi-
neers as it is currently configured. Yet if the budget were enacted,
there would be no way to maintain this workforce, due to how the
ratios skewed the projects to certain areas of the country.

The program proposed in the budget is very unbalanced among
planning, construction and maintenance. The planning program is
decimated. The proposed program slows down the number of
projects reaching construction by limiting funding for new study
phases. The planning program is vital to a healthy Corps of Engi-
neers; without a steady supply of new studies, eventually there will
be no new construction projects, and then the Corps would gradu-
ally become an operation and maintenance organization with no
real national capabilities. There is no shortage of water resource
needs in the country today, and the Corps needs to maintain a ro-
bust planning program to be able to continue to address these
needs.

Continuing Contracts

The Corps needs flexibility to manage their program. Unlike
building a hospital or a barracks or a post office where the site is
relatively contained, flood free, and accessible, water resource
projects are constructed in physically challenging locations. By
their nature, these projects involve large mobilization costs and
great uncertainties. The Corps of Engineers has been tasked with
providing hundreds of water infrastructure projects in challenging
locations throughout the country. Historically, the Corps has done
an outstanding job of managing these great water resource projects
and has provided the water infrastructure that has greatly contrib-
uted to our economic security.
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One of the greatest tools that the Corps of Engineers has for
managing its nationwide water resources infrastructure program is
the ability to award multiyear continuing contracts. When an agen-
cy is managing, literally, hundreds of construction projects
throughout the country, problems are inevitable. These can range
from flood, to drought, to funding shortfalls, to unanticipated haz-
ardous wastes encountered in the construction site, or discovery of
unanticipated cultural resources. Any one of these items can bring
a project to a temporary halt or slow construction. By the same
token, projects can be accelerated due to mild winters or below av-
erage flows on a river allowing a longer construction season with
more work to be done and more funds to be utilized.

Water resources projects, because of the nature of the work in-
volved, are funded on an incremental annual basis. As far back as
1922, the Congress recognized the need for flexibility in manage-
ment and execution of the Civil Works program and provided the
Army Corps of Engineers with legislation that allowed the use of
continuing contracts for specifically authorized projects. In a 1977
decision, the Comptroller General confirmed that the authority
found in the 1922 law constituted an exception to the Anti-defi-
ciency Act. Accordingly, the Corps has had the discretion to use
continuing contracts to execute any of its specifically authorized
water resources projects since at least 1977.

In the Water Resources Development Act of 1999 (33 U.S.C.
§2331), the Congress enacted another provision of law relating to
continuing contracts. This legislation requires the Corps to award
a continuing contract for a water resources project for which initi-
ation of construction has occurred, but for which sufficient funds
are not available to complete the project. The statute defines initi-
ation of construction as the date of the enactment of an appropria-
tions act in which the project receives funds from either the Con-
struction, General, Operation and Maintenance, General or Flood
Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries lump sum appropria-
tions. Since Congress rarely appropriates sufficient funds for each
project, the practical effect of the statute is that it requires the use
of continuing contracts for the majority of civil works water re-
source projects.

Continuing contracts allow the Corps to award large construction
elements of a project to take advantage of the economies of scale
available to construction contractors. Allowing these large construc-
tion elements to be managed over several years without requiring
contracts to be fully funded before construction begins affords the
Corps the ability to more efficiently manage multiple construction
contracts. Multiyear funding, and the ability to reprogram funds,
are tools that have allowed the Corps to maximize scarce resources
to try to do as much as possible with the resources available to
them; they also left the Corps open to charges that it has put con-
tractors in charge of managing its funds.

The Congress has expressed its concerns in the past that Corps
of Engineers construction projects may have used the continuing
contracts clause and the ability to reprogram funds to award some
construction contracts that may not have been fiscally prudent in
light of current budget realities. However, many of these construc-
tion contracts were awarded when surplus funds were available al-
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lowing reprogramming of funds to make up for budget shortfalls.
This process has resulted in most surplus funds being expended,
leaving the Corps with very little flexibility to cover the financial
obligations of the construction contracts. As a result, an increased
number of reprogrammings are necessary to satisfy as many of the
Corps’ financial obligations as possible.

In the Conference Report accompanying the fiscal year 2005 Con-
solidated Appropriations Act (House Report 108-792), the Congress
expressed its belief that the Corps had made great strides in re-
solving these financial issues by applying more stringent controls
on financial obligations allowed on continuing contracts and al-
lowed the Corps to continue to resolve the situation. The Congress
also cautioned the Corps that it must regain control of all aspects
of program execution and execute the program which Congress ap-
propriates. The Committee believes that the Corps has made
progress in tightening controls on the use of continuing contracts.
For example, these types of contracts have traditionally been exe-
cuted at a district level. However, the decision has been elevated
to Corps headquarters on whether or not to award a continuing
contract. The Committee sees this as an appropriate but temporary
necessity and expects continuing contracts to remain a generally
available contracting tool for program execution.

The continuing contract clause has adequate controls to limit the
future obligations of the Federal Government. The Committee ex-
pects the Corps to utilize these controls to limit Government expo-
sure. The Committee expects the Corps to develop specific execu-
tion guidance to control and manage the implementation of con-
tinuing contracts, consistent with law and prudent fiscal policy,
and to carry out the Civil Works program accordingly.

Reprogramming

The Committee expects the Corps to execute the Civil Works pro-
gram following congressional direction. This includes moving indi-
vidual projects forward in accordance with the funds annually ap-
propriated. However, the Committee realizes that many factors
outside the Corps’ control may dictate the progress of any given
project or study. Therefore, the Committee believes that it is imper-
ative to allow the Corps ample flexibility to manage the program
and to utilize excess funds as they become available on a particular
project to move the entire program forward. With this flexibility
comes a responsibility to insure that appropriated funds are avail-
able for projects when necessary. The Committee expects the Corps
to develop specific execution guidance to control and manage the
reprogramming of funds, which is consistent with law and prudent
fiscal policy, and to carry out the Civil Works program accordingly.
As there were some ambiguities in the reprogramming guidance
provided with the fiscal year 2005 Omnibus Report, the Committee
has elected to redraft that guidance and present it here.

Reprogramming is also to be used in very benign, fiscally respon-
sible ways. The Corps financial management system uses thou-
sands of work item codes to supply funding for everything from
purchasing a screwdriver to ordering a computer to buying a miter
gate for a lock and dam. As the Government cannot fund purchases
in arrears, adequate funding estimates must be supplied into these
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work items prior to purchases being made. Rarely are these esti-
mates an exact match for these purchases. Often funding is left in
these work items that must be cleaned up at the end of the fiscal
year. The remaining funds from these accounts must be repro-
grammed to other accounts in order to be used. These remaining
funds can range from a few pennies to thousands of dollars. The
same is true when a cost shared project is completed with a local
sponsor. A final accounting must be made and all of the old work
items must be cleaned out in order to dispose of leftover project
funding.

Reprogramming Guidance

A reprogramming action may not be used to eliminate or initiate
a program, project or activity.

General Investigations.—Reprogramming a cumulative total of up
to 25 percent of the total General Investigations appropriation
funding is permitted. Such reprogramming between studies and
programs within the preceding limitation are permitted without ap-
proval of either House of Congress. However, the Chief of Engi-
neers shall provide a quarterly report to both House and Senate
Appropriations Committees of all reprogrammings for individual
studies or programs with increases in excess of $250,000 but less
than or equal to $500,000. Approval of both House and Senate Ap-
propriations Committees is required for cumulative reprogramming
increases greater than $500,000. Restoration of all savings and
slippage shall not count toward the cumulative total. The Com-
mittee does not object to reprogramming up to $50,000 to any con-
tinuing study or program that did not receive an appropriation in
the current year. All funds used to source reprogrammings de-
scribed above should be surplus to current year needs for that ef-
fort. For the purpose of this section, the cumulative total is derived
by summing the net increases of reprogrammings for only the gain-
ing projects or programs.

Construction, General.—Reprogramming a cumulative total of up
to 15 percent of the total Construction, General appropriation fund-
ing is permitted. Such reprogramming between projects and pro-
grams within the preceding limitation are permitted without ap-
proval of either House of Congress. However, the Chief of Engi-
neers shall provide a quarterly report to both House and Senate
Appropriations Committees of all reprogrammings for individual
projects or programs with increases in excess of $4,000,000 but less
than or equal to $7,000,000. Approval of both House and Senate
Appropriations Committees is required for cumulative reprogram-
ming increases greater than $7,000,000. Restoration of all savings
and slippage and prior year revocations shall not count toward the
cumulative total. The Committee does not object to the restoration
of prior year revocations or the additional reprogramming of up to
$500,000 to any continuing project or program that did not receive
an appropriation in the current year. All funds used to source
reprogrammings described above should be surplus to current year
needs for that effort. For the purpose of this section, the cumu-
lative total is derived by summing the net increases of
reprogrammings for only the gaining projects or programs.
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Operations and Maintenance.—Unlimited reprogramming author-
ity is granted in order for the Corps to be able to respond to emer-
gencies. The Chief of Engineers must notify the House and Senate
Appropriations Committees as soon as practicable of these emer-
gency situations. For all other situations, reprogramming a cumu-
lative total of up to 50 percent of the total Operations and Mainte-
nance appropriation funding is permitted. Such reprogramming be-
tween projects and programs within the preceding limitation are
permitted without approval of either House of Congress. However,
the Chief of Engineers shall provide a quarterly report to both
House and Senate Appropriations Committees of all
reprogrammings for individual projects or programs with increases
in excess of $5,000,000 but less than or equal to $10,000,000. Ap-
proval of both House and Senate Appropriations Committees is re-

uired for cumulative reprogramming increases greater than
%10 000,000. All funds used to source reprogrammings described
above should be surplus to current year needs for that effort. For
the purpose of this section, the cumulative total is derived by sum-
ming the net increases of reprogrammings for only the gaining
projects or programs.

Mississippi River and Tributaries.—The Corps should follow the
same reprogramming guidelines for the General Investigations,
Construction, and Operation and Maintenance portions of the Mis-
sissippi River and Tributaries Account as listed above.

Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program.—The Corps
may reprogram up to 15 percent of the appropriated funding level
between FUSRAP projects without Committee approval. Restora-
tion of prior year reprogramming amounts shall not count towards
the cumulative total.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTION AND MANAGEMENT

The Committee is extremely disappointed in the general lack of
leadership being exhibited by the Chief of Engineers, the Director
of Civil Works and the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil
Works) in execution of the Civil Works program. The Corps of En-
gineers has been provided clear guidance on program execution in
a number of Acts of Congress over the years and is provided an-
nual direction and guidance through the Energy and Water Appro-
priations Act. The ASA[CW] provides the Chief of Engineers advice
about policy matters and is generally the political spokesperson for
the administration’s policies; however, the Chief of Engineers is re-
sponsible for carrying out the program. The Chief of Engineers re-
ceives his orders from the Army Chief of Staff and those orders
flow through him to the Director of Civil Works and through the
rest of the Civil Works hierarchy to carry out those orders. The
Committee expects the Chief of Engineers to prepare management
and execution plans in accordance with this guidance and to ag-
gressively carry out those plans. The Committee has twice re-
minded the Chief of Engineers, in writing, of his obligations to exe-
cute the program for fiscal year 2005 contained in the Consolidated
Appropriations Act of 2005 (Public Law 108-447). The Committee
also directed that all guidance provided by the Congress should be
adhered to in carrying out his responsibilities. It is a simple matter
to determine the consensus judgments of the Congress as to how
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executive branch programs should be administered. All one must
do is look at the law and the accompanying reports as enacted. Any
other congressional guidance should be viewed as suggestive and
weighed in context with guidance that the Congress provided. The
Committee expects the Chief of Engineers regain control and lead-
ership over the Corps of Engineers and the Civil Works program
immediately.

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

Appropriations, 2005 1$143,344,000
Budget estimate, 2006 ... 95,000,000
House allowance ...............c....... 100,000,000
Committee recommendation 180,000,000

1Excludes emergency appropriations of $400,000.

This appropriation funds studies to determine the need, engi-
neering feasibility, economic justification, and the environmental
and social suitability of solutions to water and related land re-
source problems; and for preconstruction engineering and design
work, data collection, and interagency coordination and research
activities.

The budget request and the recommended Committee allowance
are shown on the following table:



CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate House allowance Committee recommendation
Project title . . :
: Invteig}]lsga- Planning Invteig}llgga- Planning Invt?galsga» Planning
ALABAMA
BREWTON AND EAST BREWTON, AL 189 189
VILLAGE CREEK, JEFFERSON COUNTY (BIRMINGHAM WATERSHED) 253 253
ALASKA

AKUTAN HARBOR, AK

ATKA HARBOR, AK 200
ALASKA REGIONAL PORTS, AK 100
ANCHORAGE HARBOR DEEPENING, AK 1,000
BARROW COASTAL STORM DAMAGE DEEPENING, AK 800
CRAIG HARBOR, AK 100
DELONG MOUNTAIN HARBOR, AK 490
EKLUTNA WATERSHED, AK 100
HAINES HARBOR, AK 300
HOMER HARBOR MODIFICATION, AK 100
KENAI RIVER BLUFF EROSION,AK 500
KETCHIKAN HARBOR, AK 100
KLANOCK HARBOR, AK 100
KNIK BRIDGE CROSSING, AK 1,000
KOTZEBUE SMALL BOAT HARBOR, AK 500
LITTLE DIOMEDE HARBOR, AK 400
MATANUSKA RIVER WATERSHED, AK 100
MCGRATH, AK 300
MEKORYUK HARBOR, AK 200
PORT GRAHAM, AK 200
PORT LIONS HARBOR, AK 100
SAINT GEORGE HARBOR IMPROVEMENT, AK 100
UNALAKLEET, AK 500
UNALASKA, AK 100
VALDEZ HARBOR EXPANSION, AK 100
WHITTIER BREAKWATER,AK 100
YAKUTAT HARBOR, AK 300 300

ST



CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee recommendation

Invteig}]lsga- Planning Invteig}llgga- Planning Invt?galsga- Planning
ARIZONA
PIMA COUNTY, AZ 488 | e A88 | e 488
RILLITO RIVER, PIMA COUNTY, AZ 618 | s 618 | s
RIO SALADO OESTA, SALT RIVER, AZ 475
SANTA CRUZ RIVER, GRANT RD TO FT LOWELL RD, AZ 400 | s 400 | s 400
SANTA CRUZ RIVER, PASEO DE LAS IGLESIAS, AZ
VA SHLY-AY AKIMEL SALT RIVER RESTORATION, AZ 400 | o 500 | coerreis
ARKANSAS
HOT SPRINGS CREEK, AR 200 200
LITTLE RIVER COUNTY (OGDEN LEVEE), AR
NORTH LITTLE ROCK, DARK HOLLOW, AR
PINE MOUNTAIN LAKE, AR
RED RIVER NAVIGATION STUDY, SW ARKANSAS, AR
SOUTHWEST ARKANSAS, AR 200
WHITE RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE, AR AND MO 1,000 | oo 900 | wroereeeis 1,000
WHITE RIVER MINIMUM FLOWS, AR
WHITE RIVER NAVIGATION TO NEWPORT, AR
CALIFORNIA
ALISO CREEK MAINSTEM, CA 350 | s A50 | s 350
ARANA GULCH WATERSHED, CA 100 100
ARROYO SECO WATERSHED, CA 300
BALLONA CREEK ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA 450
BOLINAS LAGOON, CA 200 200
CALIFORNIA COASTAL SEDIMENT MASTER PLAN, CA 600 | s 900 600
CARPINTERIA SHORELINE STUDY, CA 200
CITY ON INGLEWOOD, CA 275
CITY OF NORWALK, CA 160
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA, CA 200
COAST OF CA, SOUTH COAST REGION (LA COUNTY) 300
COYOTE CREEK, CA 100 1 e 100 1 e 100

9T



COYOTE DAM, CA

DESERT HOT SPRINGS, CA

EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, CA
ESTUDILLO CANAL, CA

GRAYSON AND MURDERER'S CREEK, CA

HAMILITON CITY, CA

HUMBOLT BAY LONG TERM SHOAL MGMT, CA

LAGUNA CREEK WATERSHED

LAGUNA DE SANTA ROSA, CA
LAGUNA CREEK, CA

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CA

MALIBU CREEK WATERSHED, CA

MATILIJA DAM, CA
MORRO BAY ESTUARY

MUGU LAGOON, CA

NAPA RIVER SALT MARSH RESTORATION, CA

NAPA VALLEY WATERSHED MANAGEMENT, CA

OCEAN BEACH, SANFRANCISCO, CA
ORANGE COUNTY SAMP

348

PAJARO RIVER AT WATSONVILLE, CA

PENINSULA BEACH, CA

REDWOOD CITY NAVIGATION CHANNEL, CA

RUSSIAN RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA

SAN BERNARDO LAKES AND STREAMS, CA

SAN CLEMENTE SHORELINE, CA

SAN DIEGO COUNTY SHORELINE, CA

SAN FRANCISQUITO CREEK, CA

SAN JACINTO RIVER, CA
SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY REGION, CA

SAN JUAN CREEK, SOUTH ORANGE COUNTY, CA

SAN PABLO BAY WATERSHED, CA

SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED, CA

SOLANA-ENCINITAS SHORELINE, CA

SONOMA CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES, CA

SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO SHORELINE, CA

200
1,000
600 | oo 900 | oo 600
200
250
200
11V E— 400 | oo 300
900
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CORNFIELDS, CA 600 1,300 600
850 850 850
167 167
L1V [V E— L100 | oo
82 | v 82 | e 82
250 |
500 | e 500
350
LY ——
102 E— 308
400 | s 600
SACRAMENTO—SAN JOAQUIN DELTA, DELTA ISLANDS AND LEVEES CA 200
188 | oo 188
V[V E— 300
50
350
300 600
SANTA ANA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, BIG BEAR LAKE, CA 900 1,400
SANTA ROSA CREEK ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA 400 400
300
600 | o 600
100

SUN VALLEY WATERSHED, CA

LT



CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee recommendation

Invteig}]iéga- Planning In\/ﬁg}]isga- Planning Invt&izgaisga- Planning
SUTTER COUNTY, CA 361 | e 361 | s 361
TAHOE BASIN, CA AND NV
THE COYOTE CREEK—LOWER SAN GABRIEL WATERSHED, CA 500 500 500
UPPER PENITENCIA CREEK, CA 628 628 628
VENTURA AND SANTA BARBARA, CA 200
WESTMINSTER, EAST GARDEN GROVE, CA 650 650 650
WEST STANISLAUS COUNTY, ORESTIMBA CREEK, CA 200
WILDCAT AND SAN PABLO CREEKS, CA 150 | v,
WILSON AND OAK GLEN CREEKS, SAN BERNADINO COUNTY, CA 400
COLORADO
ADAMS COUNTY, CO 300 300
CACHE LA POUDRE, CO 316 316
CHATFIELD, CHERRY CREEK AND BEAR CREEK RESERVOIRS, CO 276 276
FOUNTAIN CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES, CO 250
SOUTH BOULDER CREEK, CO 100
ROARING FORK RIVER, BASALT, CO 50
CONNECTICUT
MYSTIC SEAPORT HARBOR, CT 100 | e,
DELAWARE
DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE, DE, NJ, NY, PA 250
DELAWARE CANAL ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DE 100
FLORIDA
DAYTONA BEACH SHORES, VOLUSIA COUNTY, FL 325 | v
EGMONT KEY SHORELINE STABILIZATION, FL 200
LIDO KEY SARASOTA COUNTY, FL 250
MILE POINT, FL 500 | oo 235
PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR, FL 125 | o 250

ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FL

225
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ST. LUCIE COUNTY, FL

ST. PETERSBURG HARBOR, FL 500
WALTON COUNTY, FL 200 500
GEORGIA
ALLATOONA LAKE, GA 750 750
AUGUSTA, GA V[V E— 200 100 200
INDIAN, SUGAR, ENTRENCHMENT AND FEDERAL PRISON CREEKS 680 680
LONG ISLAND, MARSH AND JOHNS CREEKS, GA 676 676
NORTH BEACH, GA 100
SAVANNAH HARBOR ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, GA 400 400 |
SAVANNAH HARBOR EXPANSION, GA 800 | oo 800 | oo 800
TYBEE ISLAND NORTH BEACH SHORE PROTECTION PROJECT, GA 250 |
GUAM
HAGATNA RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, GUAM 100 100 | oo
HAWAII
ALA WAI CANAL, OAHU, HI 400 | s 600 | oo 600
BARBERS POINT HARBOR MODIFICATION, OAHU, HA 200
KAHUKU, HI 250 250
KAWAIHAE DEEP DRAFT HARBOR MODIFICATIONS, HI 225
LAUPAHOEHOE HARBOR PROJECT, HI 200
MOANALUA STREAM FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION, HI 100
NAWILIWILI HARBOR MODIFICATION, KAUAI, HI 225
WAILUPE STREAM, OAHU, HI 860
WEST MAUI WATERSHED RESTORATION PROJECT, HI 300
IDAHO
BOISE RIVER, BOISE, ID 200 | e,
IOWA
CLEAR LAKE WATERSHED, 1A 400
DES MOINES AND RACCOON RIVERS, IA 100 | oo
FOURMILE CREEK WATERSHED, IA 100
GRAND RIVER BASIN COMP STUDY, IA AND MO 100
ILLINOIS
DES PLAINES RIVER, ILLINOIS, PHASE 2, IL 200 | s [ s 1,200
ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN RESTORATION, IL L160 | e 1,160 L160 | e

61



CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee recommendation

Invteig}]iéga- Planning In\/ﬁg}]isga- Planning Invt&izgaisga- Planning

ILLINOIS RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, IL 350 | cens 350 | ces 350
KEITH CREEK, ROCKFORD, IL i 2
UPPER MISSISSIPPI COMPREHENSIVE, IL 200
PEORIA RIVERFRONT DEVELOPMENT, IL 250
UPPER MISS AND ILLINOIS NAV IMPROVEMENTS, IL, IA, MN, MO, WI 20,000
UPPER MISS RVR COMP PLAN, IL, IA MN, MO, AND WI 500
WOOD RIVER LEVEE, IL 185 | e | s

INDIANA
INDIANA HARBOR, IN 1,000 300 300
ROCKY RIPPLE, FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT, IN 100

KANSAS

BRUSH CREEK BASIN, KS AND MO 175
MANHATTAN, KS 155
MISSOURI RIVER DEGRADATION STUDY, KS AND MO 1,000
TOPEKA, KS 100 | v, 100 | s 100
UPPER ARKANSAS RIVER, KS 100
UPPER TURKEY CREEK, KS 300
WALNUT AND WHITEWATER RIVER WATERSHEDS, KS 200 | s 200 | v 200

KENTUCKY
BARREN RIVER LAKE, GLASGOW, KY 100
GREENUP LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY AND OH 450
LICKING RIVER, KY 200
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KY 130 | oo 130 | oo 130 | o
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, SOUTHWEST, KY 132 | s 132 | s 132
SALT LICK CREEK, KY 100

LOUISIANA
AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LA 425

AMITA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, BAYOU MANCHAC, LA

275

0g



j¥4

ATCHAFALAYA RIVER AND BAYOUS CHENE, BOEUF AND BLACK, LA 585 585 | e
BAYOU SORREL LOCK, LA 1,500 | coovvnas 1,500 | oo 1,500
BOSSIER PARISH, LA 150 | oo
CALCASIEU LOCK, LA 450

CALCASIEU RIVER BASIN, LA 612 612

CALCASIEU RIVER PASS SHIP CHANNEL ENLARGEMENT, LA 700 | e, 700 | o 700

CROSS LAKE WATER SUPPLY ENHANCEMENT, LA 200

GRAND BAYOU, PLAQUEMINES PARISH, LA 100

HURRICANE PROTESCTION, LA 250

J. BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY STUDY, LA 100

LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA ECOSYST REST, LA (SCIENCE AND TEC 5,000 5,000

LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LA 15,000 15,000
PLAQUEMINES PARISH URBAN FLOOD CONTROL, LA 250

PORT OF IBERIA 750

ST. BERNARD PARISH URBAN FLOOD CONTROL, LA 656 636

ST. CHARLES PARISH URBAN FLOOD CONTROL, LA 450

WEST BATON ROUGE PARISH, LA 150

WEST PEARL NAVIGATION, LA AND MS 100

WEST SHORE LAKE PONCHARTRAIN, LA 250

MAINE
SEARSPORT HARBOR, ME 250 |
MARYLAND

ANACOSTIA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, MD AND DC 400

ANACOSTIA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, PG COUNTY LEVEE, MD & 180 180

BALTIMORE METRO WTR RES-PATAPSCO AND BACK RIVERS, MD 500

CHESAPEAKE BAY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, MD 200

CHESAPEAKE BAY SHORELINE, MARYLAND COASTAL MANAGEMENT 525 | i 1,000 | i 525

CHES BAY SHORELINE—SEDI BUDG, MODEL 900

EASTERN SHORE, MID CHESAPEAKE BAY ISLAND, MD 500 | i 500 | i 500

MIDDLE POTOMAC RIVER GREATER SENECA/MUDDY BRANCH, MD 500

MASSACHUSETTS

BLACKSTONE RIVER WATERSHED RESTORATION, MA AND RI 170 170

COASTAL MASSACHUSETTS ECOSYSTEM REST, MA 100

BOSTON HARBOR (45-FOOT CHANNEL), MA 650 650

MICHIGAN
DETROIT RIVER MASTERPLAN, MI

150




CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee recommendation

Invteig}]iéga- Planning In\/ﬁg}]isga- Planning Invt&izgaisga- Planning
DETROIT RIVER SEAWALL IMPROVEMENTS, MI 200
GREAT LAKES NAV SYST STUDY, MI, IL, IN, MN, NY, OH, PA 315 2,400 315
ROUGE RIVER SUPPLEMENTAL STUDY, Mi 200
MINNESOTA
BLUE EARTH RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, MN, SD, IA, ND 160
CROOKSTON 125
MINNEHAHA CREEK WATERSHED UMR LAKE ITASCA TO L&D 2, MN 150
MINNESOTA RIVER BASIN, MN AND SD 200
RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BASIN, MN, ND, SD,& MANITOBA CN 200
ROSEAU RIVER, MN 244
WILD RICE RIVER, MN 200
MISSISSIPPI
HANCOCK COUNTY SEAWALL RESTORATION, MS 308 308
PEARL RIVER WATERSHED, MS 650
SHEAR'S CREEK AND DOWNTOWN DRAINAGE STUDY, MS 500
MISSOURI
KANSAS CITYS, MO AND KS 500 | oo 500 | oo 500
LITTLE BLUE RIVER BASIN, JACKSON COUNTY, MO 100
MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, UNITS L455 AND R460-471, MO 350 350
RIVER DES PERES, MO 200
SPRINGFIELD, MO 250 | s 250 500 250
ST. LOUIS FLOOD PROTECTION, MO 609 | s 609 | s
ST. LOUIS MISSISSIPPI RIVERFRONT, MO AND IL 150 150 | o
ST. LOUIS, MO (WATERSHED) 400 400 | s
SWOPE PARK INDUSTRIAL AREA, KANSAS CITY, MO 200
WEARS CREEK, JEFFERSON CITY, MO 150 150 | o
MONTANA
YELLOWSTONE RIVER CORRIDOR, MT 800 1,000 | s

44



NEBRASKA
LOWER PLATTE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NE

SALT CREEK WATERSHED, LINCOLN, NE

131

NEVADA
TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING, NV AND CA

TRUCKEE MEADOWS, NV

131
100

500

NEW HAMPSHIRE
MERRIMACK RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, NH AND MA

PISCATAQUA RIVER AND PORTSMOUTH HARBOR, NH

200

200

NEW JERSEY
HUDSON—RARITAN ESTUARY, HACKENSACK MEADOWLANDS, NJ

HUDSON—RARITAN ESTUARY, LOWER PASSAIC RIVER, NJ

LOWER SADDLE RIVER, BERGON COUNTY, NJ

300
400

800
1,000

MANASQUAN INLET TO BARNEGAT INLET, NJ

200
50

300
400
250

NJ INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY ENV. RESTORATION, NJ

NJ SHORELINE ALTERNATIVE LONG-TERM NOURISHMENT, NJ

NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION, HEREFORD TO CAPE MAY INLE

PASSAIC RIVER, HARRISON, NJ

400

400

75
150
400

PECKMAN RIVER BASIN, NJ

RAHWAY RIVER BASIN, NJ

RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, HIGHLANDS, NJ

RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, KEYPORT, NJ

RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, LEONARDO, NJ

RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, UNION BEACH, NJ

100

100

375
175
200
200
100

SHREWSBURY RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NJ

SOUTH RIVER, RARITAN RIVER BASIN, NJ

125

STONY BROOK, MILLSTONE RIVER BASIN, NJ

UPPER ROCKWAY RIVER, NJ

250

NEW MEXICO
EAST MESA, LAS CAUCES, NM

ESPANOLA VALLEY, RIO GRANDE AND TRIBUTARIES, NM

MIDDLE RIO GRANDE BOSQUE, NM

250
250

250
250

RIO GRANDE BASIN, NM, CO, AND TX
SANTA FE, NM

SOUTHWEST VALLEY FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION, ALBBUQUERGUE, NM

180

€%



CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee recommendation

Investiga-
tions

Planning

Investiga-
tions

Planning

Investiga-
tions

Planning

NEW YORK
BRONX RIVER BASIN, NY

BUFFALO RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, NY

EAST RIVERS SEAWALLS, NY

250
200

500

EIGHTEEN MILE CREEK, NIAGRA COUNTY, NY

175

FLUSHING BAY AND CREEK, NY

HUDSON—RARITAN ESTUARY, GOWANUS CANAL, NY

HUDSON—RARITAN ESTUARY, NY AND NJ

JAMAICA BAY, MARINE PARK AND PLUMP BEACH, NY

400
800

600
1,000

LAKE CHAMPLAIN CANAL DISPERSAL BARRIER, NY AND VT
LAKE MONTAUK HARBOR, NY

MONTAUK POINT, NY

NORTH SHORE OF LONG ISLAND, ASHAROKEN, NY

30

30

NORTH SHORE OF LONG ISLAND, BAYVILLE, NY
ONONDAGA LAKE, NY

SAW MILL RIVER, NY

200

1,500

SOUTH SHORE OF STATEN ISLAND, NY

UPPER SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN, CATAONK CREEK, NY

NORTH CAROLINA

BOUGUE BANKS, NC

CAPE FEAR RIVER LOCKS AND DAM, NC

CURRITUCK SOUND, NC

NEUSE RIVER BASIN, NC

SURF CITY AND NORTH TOPSAIL BEACH, NC

300
260

OHIO
COLUMBUS METROPOLITAN AREA, OH

53

EUCLID LAKEFRONT, HARBOR TOWN, OH
OHIO RIVERFRONT, CINCINNATI, OH

WESTERN LAKE ERIE BASIN, OH, IN, AND MI

560

650
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OKLAHOMA
GRAND LAKE COMPREHENSIVE STUDY, OK

OOLOGAH LAKE WATERSHED, OK AND KS

SE OKLAHOMA STUDY, 0K

SPAVINAW CREEK WATERSHED, OK AND AR

WASHITA RIVER BASIN, OK

WISTER LAKE WATERSHED, 0K

AMAZON CREEK, OR

WALLA WALLA RIVER WATERSHED, OR AND WA

WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN REVIEW, OR

BLOOMSBURG, PA

SCHUYLKILL RIVER BASIN ESTUARINE, PA

UPPER OHIO NAVIGATION STUDY, PA

GUYANES RIVER, YABUCOA, PR

COOPER RIVER, CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC

EDISTO ISLAND, SC
PAWLEYS ISLAND,SC

REEDY RIVER, SC

100
GRAND (NEOSHO) RIVER BASIN, OK, KS, MO, AND AR 300
723 E— 72T E— 328
RED RIVER BRUSH MGMT ABOVE DENISON DAM, TX AND 0K 100
80
133
100
100
OREGON

264 | 264 | 264
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OR AND WA 300 300

500 | i 600
100
WILLAMETTE RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, OR 325 325
WILLAMETTE RIVER FLOODPLAIN RESTORATION, OR 436 436 436

PENNSYLVANIA

100
CHRISTINA RIVER WATERSHED, PA, DE, AND MD 300
MAHONING RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, PA 250 250
250 100
SCHUYLKILL RIVER BASIN, WISSAHICKON CREEK BASIN, PA 200 100

SUSQUEHANNA AND DELAWARE RIVER BASINS, PA 170
2,550

PUERTO RICO
100
SOUTH CAROLINA

100
100 100
300 300
100

SANTEE DELTA ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, SC

SOUTH DAKOTA
JAMES RIVER, SD AND ND

600

114



CORPS OF ENGINEERS—GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee recommendation

Invteig}]lsga- Planning Invteig}llgga- Planning Invt?galsga» Planning
TENNESSEE
MILL CREEK WATERSHED, DAVIDSON COUNTY, TN 450 450 | e
TEXAS
ABILENE, TX (BRAZOS RIVER BASIN) 200 | s
BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, BROWNSVILLE CHANNEL, TX 2,500 2,000
BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBS, TX (MAINSTEM) 50 | o
BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBUTARIES, TX 100
CEDAR BAYOU, TX
COLONIAS-LWR RIO GRANDE BASIN ALONG TEX-MEX BORDORS
FREEPORT HARBOR, TX 500 | oo 750 | v,
GIWW, BRAZOS RIVER TO PORT 0’CONNOR, TX
GIWW, HIGH ISLAND TO BRAZOS RIVER, TX (REALIGNMENTS)
GIWW, HIGH ISLAND TO BRAZOS RIVER, TX 500 | oo 500
GIWW, PORT 0'CONNOR TO CORPS CHRISTIE BAY, TX
GIWW, VICINITY OF PORT ISABEL, TX
GREENS BAYOU, TX 150
GUADALUPE AND SAN ANTONIO RIVER BASINS, TX 300 | e 1,000 | ccorrrens
HARRIS GULLY, TX
LOWER COLORADO RIVER BASIN, TX 300 | e 200 | e
LOWER GUADALUPE AND SAN ANTONIO RIVERS, TX
MATAGORDA SHIP CHANNEL, TX
MIDDLE BRAZOS RIVER, TX 300 400
NECHES RIVER BASIN, TX 500
NUECES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TX 500 | s 575 | e
RAYMONDVILLE DRAIN, TX 300
RESACAS AT BROWNSVILLE, TX 150
RIO GRANDE BASIN, TX 50 50
SABINE—NECHES WATERWAY, TX 419 800
SABINE PASS TO GALVESTON BAY, TX 788 788
SPARKS ARROYO COLONIA, EL PASO COUNTY, TX 198 198

TEXAS CITY CHANNEL (50-FOOT PROJECT), TX
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UPPER TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TX

UTAH
VIRGIN AND SEVIER WATERSHEDS, UT

700

1,000

VIRGINIA
AIWW BRIDGES AT DEEP CREEK, VA

CHESAPEAKE BAY SHORELINE EROSION, MATHEWS COUNTY, VA

DISMAL SWAMP AND DISMAL SWAMP CANAL, VA

ELIZABETH RIVER BASIN, ENV RESTORATION, VA (PHASE 1I)

ELIZABETH RIVER, HAMPTON ROADS, VA

40
150
200

FOUR MILE RUN RESTORATION, VA

150

JOHN H KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA AND NC (SECTION 216)

LYNNHAVEN RIVER BASIN, VA
MIDDLE POTOMAC RIVER BASIN, CAMERON/HOLMES RUN, VA

600
400

700

800

NEW RIVER BASIN, CLAYTOR LAKE STATE PARK, VA

NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS, CRANEY ISLAND, VA

200

400
800
200

PHILPOTT LAKE, VA

POWELL RIVER WATERSHED, VA
VICINITY OF WILLOUGHBY SPIT, VA

400

200

WASHINGTON
CENTRALIA, WA

CHEHALIS RIVER BASIN, WA

340

ELLIOT BAY SEWALL, WA
COLUMBIA RIVER AT BAKER BAY, WA

LAKE WASHINGTON SHIP CANAL, WA

PUGET SOUND NEARSHORE MARINE HABITAT RESTORATION, WA

SKAGIT RIVER,WA

470
470

470
500

SKOKOMISH RIVER, WA
WEST VIRGINIA
CHERRY RIVER BASIN, WV

200

LITTLE KANAWHA RIVER, WV

110

PARKERSBURG/VIENNA RIVERFROUNT PARK, WV
WISCONSIN
BARABOO RIVER, WI

400

FOX RIVER, WI

KENOSHA HARBOR, WI

Lg
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[In thousands of dollars]

Budget estimate House allowance Committee recommendation
Project title ! ) :
: l""ﬁg}]’fa' Planning Invgghlga- Planning Invteigﬁlsga- Planning
ST. CROIX RIVER, WI 120 | oo 120 | o
ST. CROIX RIVER RELOCATION OF ENDANGERED MUSSELS, WI 500
WYOMING
BEAR RIVER FEASIBILITY STUDY, WY 200 | s
MISCELLANEOUS

COASTAL FIELD DATA COLLECTION 1,875 1,875 6,375
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA STUDIES 94 94 94

FLOOD DAMAGE DATA 248 248 248

FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT SERVICES 5,625 5,625 8,935
HYDROLOGIC STUDIES 300 300 300
INTERNATIONAL WATER STUDIES 300 300 300

NATIONAL SHORELINE 375 | . 375 375

OTHER COORDINATION PROGRAMS 3,899 4,300

AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS 150

CALFED 94

CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM 75

COORDINATION WITH OTHER WATER RESOURCES AGENCIES 246

FERC LICENSING 150

GULF OF MEXICO 131

INTERAGENCY AND INTERNATIONAL SUPPORT 113

INTERAGENCY WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 750

INVENTORY OF DAMS 222

LAKE TAHOE 94

NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM 75

NORTH AMERICAN WATERFOWL MANAGEMENT PLAN 75

PACIFIC NORTHWEST FOREST CASE 75

SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS AND REPORTS 1,649

PLANNING ASSISTANCE TO STATES 4,650 4,650 7,550
PRECIPITATION STUDIES (NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE) 225 225 225

REMOTE SENSING/GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM SUPPORT 152 152 152

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 22,000 19,643 34,500

86



SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION CENTERS

STREAM GAGING (U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY)

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

TRI-SERVICE CADD/GIS TECHNOLOGY CENTER

REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE

Total, General Investigations

78 78 78
600 600 600
375 375 375
402 402 402
—20,911 —40,126
87,896 7,104 88,597 12,362 138,662 41,338
95,000 100,000 180,000

66
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Knik Bridge Crossing, AK.—The Committee has included
$1,000,000 to initiate this technical study of the Federal channel.

Kotzebue Harbor, AK.—The Committee has provided $500,000 to
initiate this technical study to improve safety at the harbor.

Little Diomede Harbor, AK.—The Committee has included
$400,000 to initate the technical study of navigation improvements.

Little River County (Ogden Levee)) AR.—The Committee has in-
cluded $100,000 to initiate Preconstruction Engineering and Design
[PED] studies. It is the Committee’s understanding that Federal in-
terest has been previously determined and that this project should
proceed directly to PED.

Pine Mountain Dam, AR.—$400,000 is provided to continue the
General Reevaluation Report for the authorized project.

Red River Navigation, Southwest Arkansas, AR and LA.—The
Committee has included $400,000 to complete feasibility and ini-
tiate PED.

White River Minimum Flows, AR and MO.—The Committee rec-
ognizes the importance of providing minimum flows from various
Corps projects as vital to aquatic ecosystem restoration efforts
along the river. However, the Committee understands that there
are serious issues that need to be resolved prior to significant
progress being made on this project. Therefore, the Committee has
provided $100,000 to allow the Corps to continue to negotiate these
contentious issues with the local sponsor.

Coyote, CA.—$100,000 has been provided for this new reconnais-
sance study as provided in the budget request.

Napa Valley Watershed Management, CA.—The Committee has
deleted funding for this study as local interests have indicated a
desire to terminate the study in fiscal year 2005.

Orange County Special Area Management Plan [SAMP], CA.—
$169,000 has been provided to complete the SAMP.

San Joaquin Valley Area, CA.—The Committee has provided
$100,000 to initiate a reconnaissance study of the San Joaquin Val-
ley in California (consisting of Stanislaus, Madera, Merced, Fresno,
Kings, Tulare, and Kern Counties).

Tahoe Basin, CA and NV.—$1,700,000 has been provided for con-
tinuation of PED.

Chesapeake and Delaware Canal Environmental Restoration,
DE.—The Committee has provided $100,000 for this reconnais-
sance study.

Daytona Beach Shores, Volusia County, FL.—The Committee has
provided $325,000 to continue the feasibility study.

Tybee Island, GA.—$250,000 has been included to continue this
storm damage reduction project.

Des Moines and Raccoon Rivers, IA.—$400,000 has been included
PED.

Upper Mississippi and Illinois Rivers Navigation Improvements,
IL, IA, MN, MO, and WI.—The Committee recognizes the impor-
tance of modernizing our Nation’s waterways and has provided
$20,000,000 for the continued PED on this important project.

Rocky Ripple, IN.—The Committee has provided $100,000 for
this feasibility study.
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Missouri River Degradation Study, KS and MO.—The Committee
has provided $1,000,000 to initiate this study to investigate the
scour problems and degradation of the riverbed.

Salt Lick Creek, KY.—$100,000 is provided for this reconnais-
sance study.

Louisiana Coastal Area, LA.—The Committee recognizes the tre-
mendous value of these coastal wetlands to the Nation. Much of
our national oil and gas infrastructure is protected by these wet-
lands which are being lost at an alarming rate. The Committee has
provided the full budget request of $20,000,000 to further studies
to determine ways to stop and reverse wetland loss.

Pearl River Navigation, LA and MS.—The committee has pro-
vided $100,000 for reconnaissance studies directed towards de-
authorization of this outdated project and to determine appropriate
disposal of project facilities.

Great Lakes Navigation Study, M1, IL, IN, MN, NY, OH, PA, and
WI.—$315,000 has been provided to continue this study. These
funds are to be used to complete the supplement to the reconnais-
sance report of Great Lakes St. Lawrence Seaway Navigation
Study, which, based on previous agreement between the secretary,
the ministry of transportation Canada, and the Secretary of the
U.S. Department of Transportation, is to be limited in scope to
evaluating the economic, engineering and environmental impacts of
maintaining the great lakes St. Lawrence Seaway at current size
draft and length of locks. The Secretary is directed to complete the
supplemental report by September 2006, after which Congress, in-
terested State and Federal agencies, and the public shall review
the report for 1 year to determine whether additional study is war-
ranted.

Pearl River Watershed, MS.—$650,000 is provided to complete
the feasibility study.

St. Louis Watershed, MO.—The Committee has included the
budget request for this new reconnaissance study.

Salt Creek Watershed, Lincoln, NE.—The Committee has pro-
vided $100,000 for this reconnaissance study.

Truckee Meadows, NV.—The Committee has provided $3,500,000
to continue PED for this important flood control project and en-
courages the Corps to complete the necessary studies as soon as
possible.

Piscataqua River and Portsmouth Harbor, NH.—$50,000 is pro-
vided to initiate the feasibility study.

East Mesa, Las Cruces, NM.—The Committee has included
$400,000 to pursue flood control and safety studies associated with
aging flood control structures.

Espanola Valley, Rio Grande and Tributaries, NM.—The Com-
mittee has provided an additional $250,000 to accelerate develop-
ment of the environmental programs and other activities associated
with the Espanola diversion project consistent with the cost-share
agreement signed May 2005.

Rio Grande Basin, NM, CO & TX.—The Committee has provided
$250,000 for the feasibility study.

Santa Fe, NM.—The Committee has provided $250,000 to con-
tinue on-going projects.
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SW Valley Flood Damage Reduction, Albuquerque, NM.—The
Committee has provided $500,000 toward completion of this
project.

Upper Ohio Navigation Study, PA.—The Committee has provided
$2,550,000 for this navigation feasibility study.

Lower Colorado River, TX.—The Committee has provided
$1,000,000 to continue the feasibility study.

Neches River Basin, TX.—The Committee has provided $500,000
for this new reconnaissance study as proposed in the budget re-
quest.

Virgin and Sevier Watersheds, UT.—The Committee has provided
$100,000 for a reconnaissance study to investigate solutions to the
devastating floods that recently occurred in these watersheds.

AIWW Bridges at Deep Creek, VA.—The Committee has provided
$104,000 to complete the PED studies for this project.

Coastal Field Data Collection.—The Committee has provided
$6,375,000 for this program. Within the funds provided, $1,000,000
is for the Coastal Data Information Program, $1,000,000 is for the
Southern California Beach Processes Study, $1,500,000 is for the
Pacific Island Land Ocean Typhoon Experiment [PILOT] and
$1,000,000 is for the Surge and Wave Island Modeling Studies
[SWIMS].

Other Coordination Studies.—The Committee has provided
$4,300,000 for this program. Within the funds provided, $500,000
is to continue work associated with the Lake Tahoe Interagency
Partnership.

Flood Plain Management Services.—The Committee has provided
$8,935,000 for this program. Within the funds provided, $1,000,000
is for Hurricane Evacuation Studies in HI; $1,250,000 for Living-
ston Parish, LA, GIS; $160,000 to complete the East Baton Rouge
Parish, LA, GIS; $400,000 for Rancocas Creek, NJ; and $500,000
for the Navajo Nation, NM, Flood Plain Delineation.

Planning Assistance to States—The Committee has included
$7,550,000 for the program. Within the funds provided $150,000 is
for the Delaware Recreation Supply and Demand study; $150,000
is for the Delaware Groundwater Investigation; $250,000 is for the
Hilo Bay, HI, Water Quality Model; $100,000 is for Lafayette/West
Lafayette, IN; $400,000 is for the Rock Creek, KS, Basin
Stormwater project; $350,000 is for the Assabet River, MA, Sedi-
ment Remediation Study; $1,000,000 is for New Mexico Photo-
grammetric Mapping; $100,000 for the Bartlesville, OK, Water
Supply Study; $100,000 for the Mangum, OK, Lake Phase V study;
$50,000 is for the Waccamaw River Watershed Modeling, SC;
$50,000 is for the Surfside Beach, SC, Stormwater Drainage Study;
and $200,000 is for the Memphis Riverfront Development, TN.

Research and Development.—The Committee has provided
$34,500,000 for the Corps R&D program. Within the funds pro-
vided, $1,000,000 is for Chesapeake Bay submerged aquatic vegeta-
tion research, $1,000,000 is for the National Cooperative Modeling
Demonstration Program (model based negotiation process piloted
by the Institute for Water Resources), and $3,500,000 is provided
for innovative technology demonstrations for urban flooding and
channel restoration in New Mexico and Nevada. These demonstra-
tions will be conducted in close coordination and cooperation with
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the Urban Water Research Program of the Desert Research Insti-
tute and the University of New Mexico. $750,000 is provided for
the Southwest Urban Flood Damage Program research in New
Mexico. $750,000 is provided for implementation of the Collabo-
rative Planning and Management Demonstration Program within
the Institute for Water Resources in collaboration with Sandia Na-
tional Laboratories and the Idaho National Laboratory. An addi-
tional $5,000,000 has been provided to counter declining research
and development budgets.

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

Appropriations, 2005 .........ccccceeriiiiiienieeiiee et 1$1,781,720,000
Budget estimate, 2006 .... 1,637,000,000
House allowance ....................... ... 1,900,000,000
Committee recommendation 2,086,664,000

1Excludes emergency appropriations of $62,600,000.

This appropriation includes funds for construction, major reha-
bilitation and related activities for water resources development
projects having navigation, flood control, water supply, hydro-
electric, environmental restoration, and other attendant benefits to
the Nation. The construction and major rehabilitation projects for
inland and costal waterways will derive one-half of the funding
from the Inland Waterway Trust Fund. Funds to be derived from
the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund will be applied to cover the
Federal share of the Dredged Material Disposal Facilities Program.

The appropriation provides funds for the Continuing Authorities
Program (projects which do not require specific authorizing legisla-
tion), which includes projects for flood control (Section 205), emer-
gency streambank and shoreline protection (Section 14), beach ero-
sion control (Section 103), mitigation of shore damages (Section
111), navigation projects (Section 107), snagging and clearing (Sec-
tion 208), aquatic ecosystem restoration (Section 206), beneficial
uses of dredged material (Section 204), and project modifications
for improvement of the environment (Section 1135).

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate | House allowance recgg]angriwtéZ?ion
ALABAMA
MOBILE HARBOR, AL 2,000 | oo
TUSCALOOSA, AL 4,000
WALTER F. GEORGE POWERPLANT, AL AND GA (MAJOR REHAB) .............. 4,121 3,915 4,121
ALASKA
AKUTAN HARBOR, AK 1,000
ALASKA COASTAL EROSION, AK 2,400
BETHEL BANK STABILIZATION 5,000
CHIGNIK HARBOR, AK 2,000 1,900 2,000
COFFMAN COVE, AK 600
DELONG MOUNTAIN HARBOR 3,000
DILLINGHAM EMERGENCY BANK STABILIZATION, AK 4,000
FALSE PASS HARBOR, AK 7,000
HAINES HARBOR, AK 1,000
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate | House allowance recg%nr]nrgrlwt(igﬁion
KAKE DAM, AK 5,000
NOME HARBOR IMPROVEMENTS, AK 13,000
SAND POINT HARBOR, AK 6,000
ST. PAUL HARBOR, AK 8,000
UNALASKA HARBOR, AK 1,000
ARIZONA
NOGALES WASH, AZ 4,500
RIO DE FLAG, AZ 2,500 4,000
RIO SALADO, PHOENIX AND TEMP REACHES, AZ 8,000 8,000
TRES RIOS, AZ 3,000 6,000
TUCSON, ARIZONA DRAINAGE AREA, AZ 10,000 5,000
ARKANSAS
FOUCH BAYOU BASIN, LITTLE ROCK, AR 800
MONTGOMERY POINT LOCK AND DAM, AR 20,000 20,000 20,000
0ZARK-JETA TAYLOR POWERHOUSE 4,500
RED RIVER BELOW DENISON DAM, LA, AR, OK AND TX 4,000
RED RIVER EMERGENCY BANK PROTECTION, AR AND LA 6,000
CALIFORNIA
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED, CA 28,960 28,960
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (COMMON FEATURES), CA
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (FOLSOM DAM MODIFICATIONS), CA .........
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (FOLSOM DAM MINI RAISE), CA
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA, CA (El)
CORTE MADERA CREEK, CA 200
COYOTE AND BERRYESSA CREEKS, CA
GUADALUPE RIVER, CA 5,600 5,600
HAMILTON AIRFIELD WETLANDS RESTORATION, CA ..o 13,000 13,000
HARBOR/SOUTH BAYWATER RECYCLING PROJECTS, LOS ANGELES .......... | .o 4,000
KAWEAH RIVER, CA 4,300 4,085
LOS ANGELES HARBOR MAIN CHANNEL DEEPENING, CA ........ccccoovvvveuranes 2,700 2,700
LOWER WALNUT CREEK BASIN STUDY, CA 250
MARYSVILLE/YUBA CITY LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, CA
MURRIETA CREEK, CA
NAPA RIVER, CA 6,000 6,000
OAKLAND HARBOR (50 FOOT PROJECT), CA ...ooovverrrerererieeerireneiieneien 48,000 48,000
SACRAMENTO AREA, CA 6,000
SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION PROJECT, CA 6,300
SAN FRANCISCO BAY TO STOCKTON, CA 250
SAN LORENZO RIVER, CA
SAN RAMON VALLY RECYCLED WATER, CA
SANTA ANA RIVER MAINSTEM, CA 50,000 61,650
SOUTH SACRAMENTO COUNTY STREAMS, CA .......ccovevrrveemerrreverrnerreenirines 2,852 2,852
SURFSIDE, SUNSET AND NEWPORT BEACHES, CA
STOCKTON METROPOLITIAN FLOOD CONTROL REIMBURSEMENT, CA ........ 5,000 5,000
SUCCESS DAM, TULE RIVER, CA (DAM SAFETY) w...cooovvvivimerrrivirissnniiiiirin 8,000 8,000
UPPER GUDADALUPE RIVER, CA
UPPER NEWPORT BAY ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA 2,000
YUBA RIVER BASIN, CA 200
DELAWARE
DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, ROOSEVELT INLET TO LEWES BEACH ........... 10 | s 60
DELAWARE COAST, BETHANY BEACH TO SOUTH BETHANY BEACH ........... 4,000
DELAWARE COAST, CAPE HENLOPEN TO FENWICK IS, DE 1,700 1,000
DELAWARE COAST PROTECTION, DE 320
DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, BROADKILL BEACH, DE 500
DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, PORT MAHON, DE 1,000
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
WASHINGTON, DC AND VICINITY 400 | s 400
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate | House allowance recg%"r:grlw%g?ion
FLORIDA
BREVARD COUNTY, PROTECTION, FL 500
BROWARD COUNTY, REIMBURSEMENT, FL 1,000
CANAVERAL HARBOR, FL 1,500
CEDAR HAMMOCK/WARES CREEK, FL
CENTRAL AND SOUTH FLORIDA, FL
DADE COUNTY, FL
EVERGLADES AND SOUTH FLORIDA ECOSYSTEM PESTORATION
FLORIDA KEYS WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENTS, FL 1,300 3,000
FORT PIERCE BEACH, FL 200 | e
HERBERT HOOVER DIKE, FL (MAJOR REHAB) .... 16,900 16,055 16,900
JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL (GRR) 500
KISSIMMEE RIVER, FL 13,174
LEE COUNTY, FL 750 1,500
NASSAU COUNTY, SHORE PRTECTION, FL 3,000 [ e
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL 2,850 | e
PONCE DE LEON INLET 1,750
PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR, FL 500 500
SOUTH FLORIDA EVERGLADES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, FL .........cccoo.... 137,000 137,000 | oo,
ST. LUCIE INLET, FL 2,000
TAMPA HARBOR, FL (GRR) 200
TAMPA HARBOR, BIG BEND, FL 5,000 4,000 5,000
TAMPA HARBOR, SUTTON CHANNEL, FL 1,000 | coeeeee
GEORGIA
ATLANTA, GA (EI) 2,000
BRUNSWICK, GA 19,100 19,100
BUFORD POWERHOUSE, GA (MAJOR REHAB) 5812 | i 5,812
HARTWELL LAKE POWERHOUSE, GA AND SC (MAJOR REHAB) 733 696 733
OATE CREEK, RICHMOND COUNTY, CA (DEF CORK) 500
TYBEE ISLAND, GA (LRR) 18
RICHARD B. RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA AND SC 1,300 1,300 1,300
THURMOND LAKE POWERHOUSE, GA AND SC (MAJOR REHAB) .. 5,700 5,415 5,700
HAWAII
HAWAII WATER MANAGEMENT, HI 2,000
IAO STREAM FLOOD CONTROL, MAUI, HI (DEF CORR) 500
KAUMALAPAU HARBOR, LANAI, HI 13,000
KIKIAOLA SMALL BOAT HARBOR, KAUAI, HI 3,550 3,550 3,550
IDAHO
RURAL IDAHO ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, ID 2,000 5,500
ILLINOIS
CHAIN OF ROCKS CANAL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (DEF CORR) ......ccouvvennne 5495 | e 5,495
CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL DISPERSAL BARRIOR, IL 4,000
CHICAGO SHORELINE, IL 20,000 15,000 21,500
COOK COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, IL 500 | oo
DES PLAINES RIVER, IL 5,000 4,000
EAST ST. LOUIS, IL 760 722 760
EAST ST. LOUIS (INTERIOR FLOOD CONTROL), IL 400
LOCK AND DAM 24, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL AND MO (MAJOR REH ........... 4,300 4,300 4,300
LOCK NO. 27, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL AND MO 1,000
MADISON AND CLAIRE COUNTIES ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTUR ...cc.. | wevrveerrreririereenns 1,000 | v
MCCOOK AND THORNTON RESERVOIRS, IL 25,000 30,000
MELVIN PRICE L&D, IL AND MO 750
NUTWOOD DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, IL 300
OLMSTED LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, IL AND KY .....cccovviiriniirnrirs 90,000 90,000 85,000
SOUTHERN ILLINIOS SHORELINE PROJECT, IL 200 | s
UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER RESTORATION, IL, IA, MN, MO & ..... 33,500 33,500 20,000
WOOD RIVER DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, IL 590 | oo
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate | House allowance recg%"r;lgllwtég?ion
INDIANA
CALUMET REGION, ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, IN 3,500
INDIANA HARBOR (CONFINED DISPOSAL FACILITY), IN 8,000 7,600
INDIANAN SHORELINE EROSION, IN 500
INDIANA UNIVERSITY, SOUTH BEND PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE, IN 715
INDIANAPOLIS COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW, IN 500
INDIANAPOLIS, WHITE RIVER (NORTH), IN 3,200 3,040
JOHN T. MEYERS LOCK AND DAM, IN 700
LITTLE CALAMET RIVER, IN 6,500
LITTLE CALAMET RIVER BASIN, CADY MARSH DITCH, IN 4,000
MISSISSINEWA LAKE, IN (MAJOR REHAB) 4,481 4257
OHIO RIVER GREENWAY PUBLIC ACCESS, IN 3,100 | v
10WA
DAVENPORT, IA 400
DES MOINES AND RACCOON RIVERS, IA 400
DES MOINES RECREATIONAL RIVER AND GREENBELT, 1A 5,000 3,500
LOCK AND DAM 11, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IA (MAJOR REHAB) 7,580 7,202 7,580
LOCK AND DAM 19, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IA (MAJOR REHAB) . 17,502 17,502 17,502
MISSOURI RIVER FISH AND WILDLIFE RECOVERY, IA, KS, MO, MT, NE ... 82,800 12,627 60,000
MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, IA, NE, KS, AND MO 750
PERRY CREEK, IA 10,000 10,000 10,000
KANSAS
ARKANSAS CITY, KS 2,619 2,619 2,619
TURKEY CREEK BASIN, KS AND MO 4,000
TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS (DAM SAFETY) 27,000 25,650 27,000
KENTUCKY
KENTUCKY LOCK AND DAM, TENNESSEE RIVER, KY 21,750 32,000
MCALPINE LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY AND IN 70,000 70,000 65,000
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, POND CREEK, KY .......... 3,670 3,670 3,670
ROUGH RIVER LAKE, KY (DAM SAFETY ASSURANCE) 2,500 2,375 2,500
LOUISIANA
ASCENSION PARISH, LA (EI) 500
COMITE RIVER, LA 6,254 6,254 6,254
EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH, LA (EI) 500
EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH, LA (FC) 1,000
GRAND ISLE AND VICINITY, LA 900
IBERIA PARISH, LA (EI) 500
INNER HARBOR NAVIGATION CANAL LOCK, LA 9,038 15,000
J BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY, LA 1,500 1,500 15,000
LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN AND VICINITY, LA (HURRICANE PROTECT ............. 2,977 2,977 7,500
LAROSE TO GOLDEN MEADOW, LA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) 1,000
LIVINGSTON PARISH, LA (EI) 500
MISSISSIPPI RIVER SHIP CHANNEL, GULF TO BATON ROUGE 229
NEW ORLEANS TO VENICE, LA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) 3,600
OUACHITA RIVER LEVEES, LA 1,000
SOUTHEAST LOUISIANA, LA 10,491 10,491 37,000
WEST BANK AND VICINITY, NEW ORLEANS, LA ... 28,000 28,000 25,000
MARYLAND
ASSATEAGUE ISLAND, MD 1,020
ATLANTIC COAST OF MARYLAND, MD 4,900
BALTIMORE METRO-WYNNS FALLS, MD 3,000
CHESAPEAKE BAY OYSTER RECOVERY, MD AND VA 1,000 3,000
CHESAPEAKE BAY ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM, MD, VA AND PA 2,950
CUMBERLAND, MD AND RIDGELEY, WV 1,200
JENNINGS RANDOLPH LAKE, MD AND WV (DAM SAFETY) ....ccvvvevermcrrirnnns 400 380 400
POPLAR ISLAND, MD 13,400 13,400 13,400
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate | House allowance recg%"r;lgliwtég?ion
MASSACHUSETTS
MUDDY RIVER ECOSYSTEM AND FLOOD DAMAGE, MA 1,500 1,500
MICHIGAN
GENESEE COUNTY, MI (KEARSLYE CREEK INTERCEPTOR) 450
GEORGE W. KUHN DRAIN RETENTION FACILITY, MI 50 | e
GREAT LAKE FISHERY AND ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION 500
NEGAUNEE, MI 464
SAULT ST. MARIE REPLACEMENT LOCK, MI 2,000 | oo
MINNESOTA
BRECKENRIDGE, MN
L&D 3 NAVIGATION SAFETY AND EMBANKMENT REEVALUATION
MILLE LACS REGIONAL SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT, MN 1,500
NORTHEAST, MN 5,000
MISSISSIPPI
COASTAL MISSISSIPPI WETLANDS RESTORATION 2,500
DESOTO COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI WASTEWATER TREATMENT, MS ....oovvvivie | e 3,000 20,000
GULFPORT, MS 1,200
MISSISSIPPI, MS (EI) 25,000
NATCHEZ, MS 250
PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MS 3,500
MISSOURI
BLUE RIVER BASIN, KANSAS CITY, MO 4,000 | oo
BLUE RIVER CHANNEL, KANSAS CITY, MO 5,000 5,000 5,000
BOIS BRULE, MO 2,413
CAPE GIRARDEAU (FLOODWALL), MO 300 | e
CHESTERFIELD, MO 1,200
CLEARWATER LAKE, MO (MAJOR REHAB) 22,000 22,000 22,000
MERAMEC RIVER BASIN, VALLEY PARK LEVEE, MO 7,582 1,582 7,582
MISS RIVER BTWN THE OHIO AND MO RIVERS (REG WORKS), MO . . 4,000 3,800 3,800
MISSOURI AND MIDDLE MISSISSIPPI RIVERS ENHANCEMENT, MO ............ 1,750
STE GENEVIEVE, MO 550
MONTANA
FT. PECK DAM AND LAKE, MT 700
RURAL MONTANA, MT (EI) 5,000
NEBRASKA
ANTELOPE CREEK, LINCOLN, NE 1,000 3,250
MISSOURI NATIONAL RECREATIONAL RIVER, NE AND SD (L5
SAND CREEK WATERSHED, NE 4,000
WESTERN SARPY AND CLEAR CREEK, NE 3,000
NEVADA
RURAL NEVADA, NV 25,000
TAHOE BASIN RESTORATION, NV AND CA (EI) 5,200
TROPICANA AND FLAMINGO WASHES, NV 13,000 13,000 18,000
NEW HAMPSHIRE
OTTER BROOK DAM, NH (DAM SAFETY) 1,430 1,359 1,430
NEW JERSEY
BARNEGAT INLET TO LITTLE EGG HARBOR INLET, NJ 5,000 5,000
CAPE MAY INLET TO LOWER TOWNSHIP, NJ oeoooveerreerereeieeeeeeeeeeneie 1,900 1,900 1,900
DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, OAKWOOD BEACH, NJ 250
DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, DE AND NJ, REEDS BEACH TO PIERCE ........ 1,100
DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, DE AND NJ VILLAS AND VICINITY 2,450
DELAWARE RIVER MAIN CHANNEL, NJ, PA AND DE 3,000
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee
recommendation

GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET AND PECK BEACH, NJ

MOLLY ANN'S BROOK, NJ

RAMAPO RIVER AT OAKLAND, NJ

ALAMOGORDO, NM

CENTRAL NEW MEXICO, NM (EI)

NEW MEXICO, NM (EI)

SW VALLEY, ALBUQUERQUE, NM

NEW YORK CITY WATERSHED, NY

ONONDAGA LAKE, NY

ORCHARD BEACH, NY

DARE COUNTY BECHES, NC

WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC

WRIGHTSVILLE BEACH, NC

MISSOURI RIVER RESTORATION

SHEYENNE RIVER, ND

CANTON LAKE, OK (DAM SAFETY)

LAWTON, 0K

TAR CREEK, 0K

HUDSON-RARITAN ESTUARY, HACKENSACK MEADOWLANDS, NJ ......cccccooee | wovmvmrrisinrnrrennens 1,500
LOWER CAPE MAY MEADOWS, CAPE MAY POINT, NJ 7,000 5,500
MANASQUAN INLET TO BARNEGAT INLET, NJ 400
3,000
PASSAIC RIVER BASIN FLOOD MANAGEMENT, NJ
PASSAIC RIVER PRESERVATION OF NATURAL STORAGE, NJ 3,000
PASSAIC RIVER STREAMBANK PRESERVATION, NJ(MINISH PARK)
RAMAPO AND MAHWAH RIVERS, NEW JERSEY AND SUFFERN, NY ... | crrviinneriiiiiiinnnns 250
RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, NJ
RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, NJ (PORT MONMOUTH)
RARITAN RIVER BASIN GREEN BROOK SUB-BASIN, NJ 5,000
SANDY HOOK TO BARNEGAT INLET, NJ
TOWNSENDS INLET TO CAPE MAY INLET, NJ' w..oooooeeccccreeecieiccscseeee 11,600 11,600
NEW MEXICO
ACEQUIAS IRRIGATION SYSTEM, NM 1,800 | oo
4,200 4,200
MIDDLE RIO GRANDE FLOOD PROTECTION, BERNALILLO TO BELE ...........
RIO GRANDE FLOODWY, SAN ACACIA TO BOSQUE APACHE, NM
NEW YORK
ATLANTIC COAST OF LONG ISLAND, LONG ISLAND BEACH, NY 200
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO MONTAUK POINT, NY .............. 1,000
NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY HARBOR, NY AND NJ ... 101,000 101,000
3,500
300
NORTH CAROLINA
BRUNSWICK COUNTY BEACHES, NC 300
WEST ONSLOW BEACH AND RIVER INLET, NC
19,900 19,900
890 890
NORTH DAKOTA
BUFORD-TRENTON IRRIGATION DISTRICT LAND ACQUISITION ND .....occcccee | oo 500
GARRISON DAM AND POWER PLANT, ND (MAJOR REHAB) . 3,582 3,403
GRAND FORKS, ND—EAST GRAND FORKS, MN 40,000 35,000
550 523
OHIO
METROPOLITAN REGION OF CINCINNATI, DUCK CREEK, OH .......cccccoooie 1,650 1,568
OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 13,000
OKLAHOMA
6,000 6,000
ELM FORK, RED RIVER, OK (CHLORIDE CONTROL)
TENKILLER FERRY LAKE, OK (DAM SAFETY) ...oooooooeiccecccrrevcveneenisssseen 5,200 5,200
WEBBER FALLS LOCK AND DAM POWERHOUSE (MAJOR REHAB)
OREGON
BONNEVILLE POWERHOUSE PHASE II, OR AND WA (MAJOR REHAB) ......... 5,000 4,750

6,000

50
5,000
5,200
4,000

5,000
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title Budget estimate | House allowance recg%nr]nrgriwt(igﬁion
COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS, OR AND WA 15,000 15,000 15,000
COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY FISHING ACCESS SITES, OR AND WA .... 4,000 | ... 4,000
ELK CREEK LAKE, OR 300 300
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OR AND WA .......... 2,000
WILLAMETTE RIVER TEMPERATURE CONTROL, OR ..... 1,000 950 1,000
PENNSYLVANIA
EMSWORTH LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, PA (MAJOR REHAB) ... 15,000 15,000 15,000
LOCKS AND DAMS 2, 3 AND 4, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA 50,800 50,800 46,000
NORTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA INFRASTRUCTURE, PA 2,600 | ...
PRESQUE ISLE, PA (PERMANENT)
PROMPTON LAKE, PA 8,480 8,056
SAW MILL RIVER RUN, PA 1,000
SOUTH CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE ...... 10,000
SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA COBBS CREEK PARK PHILADELPHIA ....... 310
SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA TACONY CREEK, PA 500
THREE RIVERS WET WEATHER DEMO PROGRAM, PA
WYOMING VALLEY, PA (LEVEE RAISING) 10,496 10,496
PUERTO RICO
ARECIBO RIVER, PR 3,800 4,000 3,800
PORTUGUES AND BUCANA RIVERS, PR 14,000 14,000 14,000
RIO PUERTO NUEVO, PR 20,000 20,000 20,000
RHODE ISLAND
FOX POINT HURRICANE BARRIER, RI 700
SOUTH CAROLINA
FOLLY BEACH, SC 80
LAKE MARION, SOUTH CAROLINA REGIONAL WATER AGENCY 6,000 | oo
MYRTLE BEACH, SC (RENOURISHMENT) 100
PAWLEYS ISLAND, SC 2,420
SOUTH DAKOTA
BIG SIOUX RIVER, SIOUX FALLS, SD 2,000
CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE, LOWER BRULE SIOUX, SD 5,000
MISSOURI RIVER RESTORATION, SD 100
TENNESSEE
CHICKAMAUGA LOCK, TN 10,000 10,000
TEXAS
BRAYS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX 11,800 11,800 11,800
CLEAR CREEK, TX 1,500 | oo
CORPUS CHRISTI SHIP CHANNEL, TX 523
DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION, TX 2,000 15,000
GRAHAM, TX (BRAZOS RIVER BASIN) 1,000
HOUSTON-GALVESTON NAVIGATION CHANNELS, TX ... 24,800 26,000 35,000
HUNTING BAYOU, TX 500 | oo
JOHNSON CREEK, UPPER TRINITY BASIN, ARLINGTON, TX ...cocovorerrirernens 500 500 500
LOWER SAN ANTONIO RIVER BASIN, TX 300 | s
NORTH PADRE ISLAND, PACKERY CHANNEL, TX 5,438
RED RIVER BASIN CHLORIDE CONTROL, OK, TX, AR AND LA 1,500
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS RIVER CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, TX 3,640 1,820
SIMS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX 18,000 15,000 15,000
WHITNEY LAKE POWERHOUSE, TX (MAJOR REHAB) 4,551
UTAH
RURAL UTAH, UT (EI) 10,000
VERMONT
BURLINGTON HARBOR, VT 500
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[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee
recommendation

LAKE CHAMPLAIN WATERSHED, VT

VERMONT DAMS REMEDIATION, VT

VIRGINIA

EMBREY DAM, VA
JAMES RIVER CHANNEL, VA

JOHN H. KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA AND NC (MAJOR REHAB) ......... 14,000 13,300
LAKE MERRIWEATHER, GOSHEN DAN AND SPILLWAY, VA
NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS, VA (DEEPENING)
ROANOKE RIVER UPPER BASIN, HEADWATERS AREA, VA ........cccconrvviin. 5,000 5,000
SANDBRIDGE, VA
VIRGINIA BEACH, VA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) ........corrrvvvvevecererrisieenes 4,000 4,000
WASHINGTON
CHEIF JOSEPH DAM GAS ABATEMENT, VA
COLUMBIA RIVER FISH MITIGATION, WA, OR, ID
COLUMBIA RIVER FISH RECOVERY, WA, OR AND ID ..o 102,000 90,000
DUNAMISH AND GREEN RIVER BASIN, WA
HOWARD HANSON DAM ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, WA ........ccccovvvviinanes 14,100 14,100
LOWER SNAKE RIVER FISH AND WILDLIFE COMPENSATION, WA, OR ........ UL
MT ST. HELENS SEDIMENT CONTROL, WA 360 360
MUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA (DAM SAFETY) 4,400 4,400
PUGET SOUND AND ADJACENT WATERS RESTORATION
SHOALWATER BAY, WA
WEST VIRGINIA
BLUESTONE LAKE, WV (DAM SAFETY) 21,500 20,425
CENTRAL WEST VIRGINIA, WV 750
GREENBRIER RIVER BASIN, WV
ISLAND CREEK AT LOGAN, WV
LEVISA AND TUG FORKS AND UPPER CUMBERLAND RIVER, WV, V ... | o 20,000
LOWER MUD RIVER, WV
MARMET LOCK, KANAWHA RIVER, WV 68,830 68,830
ROBERT C. BYRD LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, WV AND OH 914 914
SOUTHERN WEST VIRIGINIA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE .......cccccc. | oo 1,000
WEST VIRGINIA AND PENNSYLVANIA FLOOD CONTROL, WV 1,000
WINFIELD LOCKS AND DAM, KANAWHA RIVER, WV ......cccooovvviiiirnrriiiiininnns 2,800 | e
WISCONSIN
NORTHERN WISCONSIN, WI 9,000
MISCELLANEOUS
ABANDONED MINE RESTORATION
AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (SECTION 206) ...oovvvvvrvereree 15,000 18,000
AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL PROGRAM 3,000 4,500
BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATERIAL(SEC 204,SEC 207,SE ... 3,000 4,000
DAM SAFETY AND SEEPAGE/STABILITY CORRECTION PROGRAM . 11,000 10,500
DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL FACILITIES PROGRAM ... . 12,000 8,800
EMERGENCY STREAMBANK AND SHORELINE PROTECTION (SECTION ....... 4,000 8,000
EMPLOYEES COMPENSATION 21,000 21,000
ESTUARY RESTORATION PROGRAM (PUBLIC LAW 106-457) ... 5000 | oo
FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS (SECTION 205) ................... 13,000 25,000
INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD—BOARD EXPENSE 40 40
INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD—CORPS EXPENSE 170 170
MITIGATION OF SHORE DAMAGES (SECTION 111) 1,500 500
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT ...... 15,000 17,400
SHORE PROTECTION PROJECTS (SECTION 103) .....coooeeeeeerceccrecrrcvicvinnnenns 500 1,000
SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL DEVELOPMENT AND DEMO (SEC. 227) ...
SNAGGING AND CLEARING PROJECTS (SECTION 208) .....covrrrrvvvvcvvernnnns 400 400
SMALL NAVIGATION PROJECTS, SECTION 107 4,000
SUSPENSION FUND 80,000

2,000
130

2,000
1,300
14,000
4,000
4,295
5,000
4,000
11,395

8,000
85,000

1,705
25,000

4,500

6,200
15,000
12,000
15,000
21,000

5,000
41,000

170
2,000
25,000
7,000
3,800
400
15,000
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[In thousands of dollars]

Committee

Project title Budget estimate | House allowance recommendation

TRIBAL PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 800
REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE ............ccocoocnee —LAAL | —202,833

Total, Construction General 1,637,000 1,900,000 2,086,664

Tuscaloosa, AL.—The Committee has provided $4,000,000 for the
relocation project at Tuscaloosa, AL.

Akutan Harbor, AK.—The Committee has provided funding to
initiate construction of this project.

Alaska Coastal Erosion, AK.—The Committee has provided
$2,400,000 for Alaska Coastal Erosion. The following communities
are eligible recipients of these funds: Kivalina, Newtok,
Shishmaref, Koyukuk, Barrow, Kaktovik, Point Hope, Unalakleet,
and Bethel. Section 117 of Public Law 108-447 will apply to this
project.

Chignik Harbor, AK.—The Committee has provided $2,000,000 to
complete the project.

Coffman Cove, AK.—The Committee has provided funding to pre-
pare the decision document for design of a dock system.

Delong Mountain Harbor, AK.—The Committee has provided
funding to complete the environmental documentation, plans and
specifications and geotechnical investigations.

Nome Harbor, AK.—The Committee has included $13,000,000 to
continue construction of this project.

Sand Point Harbor, AK.—The Committee has included
$6,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

St. Paul Harbor, AK.—The Committee has included $8,000,000
to continue construction of this project.

Rio Salado, Phoenix and Tempe Reaches, AZ.—The Committee
has provided $8,000,000 for construction of this project. The Com-
mittee encourages the Corps to reprogram previously revoked
funds in fiscal year 2006 to complete this project if possible.

Ozark-Jeta Taylor Powerhouse, AR.—The Committee has pro-
vided $4,500,000 to continue the rehab of the powerhouse.

Red River Below Denison Dam, AR, LA, OK and TX.—The Com-
mittee has provided $4,000,000 to continue levee rehabilitation
work in Arkansas and Louisiana.

Red River Emergency Bank Protection, AR and LA.—The Com-
mittee has provided $6,000,000 for bank stabilization along the Red
River below Index, Arkansas.

American River Watershed, CA.—The Committee has chosen not
to combine the various, separately authorized, components of the
project into a single line item as was proposed in the budget. The
Committee believes that it is prudent to maintain visibility of the
various project elements in the budget process. However, for pur-
poses of reprogramming actions, the three elements should be
treated as a single project when considering the reprogramming
guidance provided in an earlier section of this report.
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American River Watershed (Folsom Dam Miniraise), CA.—The
Committee has provided $12,000,000. Within the funds provided,
$7,000,000 is for construction of the bridge.

Kaweah River, CA.—The Committee has provided $4,800,000 to
complete this project.

Oakland Harbor, CA.—The Committee has provided $42,000,000
to continue construction of this project. The reduction made to this
project should not be viewed as any diminution of support for this
project, rather an attempt to balance out the Corps of Engineers
nationwide program among the various missions of the Corps.

Santa Ana River Mainstem, CA.—The Committee has provided
$42,500,000 to continue construction of this project. No funds are
included for the San Timoteo reach of the project. The reduction
made to this project should not be viewed as any diminution of sup-
port for this project, rather an attempt to balance out the Corps of
gngineers nationwide program among the various missions of the

orps.

Upper Guadalupe River, CA.—The Committee has included
$3,500,000 to initiate construction of this project.

Delaware Bay Coastline, Bethany Beach to South Bethany Beach,
DE.—$4,000,000 is provided for construction of this shore protec-
tion project.

Delaware Coast, Cape Henlopen to Fenwick Island, DE.—The
Committee has included $1,700,000 to continue construction of this
project.

Washington, DC and Vicinity, DC.—The Committee has provided
$400,000 to initiate construction as proposed in the budget request.

Everglades and South Florida Ecosystem Restoration, FL.—The
Committee has chosen not to combine the various, separately au-
thorized, components of the project into a single line item as was
proposed in the budget. The Committee believes that it is prudent
to maintain visibility of the various project elements in the budget
process. However, for purposes of reprogramming actions, the Cen-
tral and South Florida Project, the Everglades and South Florida
Ecosystem Restoration Project and the Kissimmee River Project
should be treated as a single project when considering the re-
programming guidance provided in an earlier section of this report.

The Committee has chosen not to fund the $35,000,000 request
for the Modified Waters Delivery Plan as proposed in the budget.
The Committee does not believe sufficient current authorization ex-
ists for the Corps to fund this work. As the work involved primarily
benefits Everglades National Park, budgeting for this work should
be continued by the Interior Department as has been past practice.
The Committee is unsure why this funding decision was made;
however, much has been made of the increase in costs of the Modi-
fied Waters Delivery Plan since its authorization. The Committee
understands that over 43 percent of cost growth is due to the ex-
traordinary increase in real estate values in the Miami-Dade area.
Prices for land and houses have been rising as much as 5 percent
per month over the last 2 years. Another significant cost increase
has been due to overseas demand for cement and high fuel prices
that have driven up construction costs.

The other major contributor to the cost increase is the inclusion
of bridge work for the Tamiami Trail. The 1992 design which Con-
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gress approved was based on a determination that existing culverts
under the Trail could carry the flow expected for the Modified Wa-
ters Delivery Plan without overtopping the Tamiami Trail. Since
then, the Corps has worked with the sponsor, the South Florida
Water Management District, and the United States Geological Sur-
vey to determine actual capacities of these culverts based on actual
conditions that exist. The Corps has also worked with the Florida
Department of Transportation on ensuring a safe design for the
roadway. Based on these analyses and design refinements, the
Tamiami Trail fix is much more involved than originally conceived.
In order to provide appropriate water deliveries to Everglades Na-
tional Park, both the Corps and the Department of Interior believe
building a bridge of some length, as well as raising the roadway,
is required to allow the design flows to pass as well as ensure a
safe highway. This is a significant part of the cost increase as well.
Over $130,000,000 of the current estimate of $398,000,000 is for
the Trail work.

The Committee encourages the administration to include the
Modified Waters Delivery Plan funding in the Interior budget in fu-
ture budget submissions.

Everglades and South Florida Ecosystem Restoration, FL.—With-
in the funds provided, the Corps may initiate construction of the
Aquifer Storage and Recovery pilot projects.

Florida Keys Water Quality Improvements, FL.—The Committee
has provided $3,000,000 for continued implementation of this
project. The Committee urges the administration to budget for this
project due to the interrelationship of this work to the Everglades
Restoration project, Biscayne Bay and all of the nearshore waters.

Jacksonville Harbor, FL.—The Committee has provided $500,000
to continue work on the General Reevaluation Report.

Tampa Harbor, FL.—$200,000 is provided to continue the Gen-
eral Reevaluation Report.

Atlanta, GA.—The Committee has included $2,000,000 to initiate
this project.

Brunswick Harbor, GA.—The Committee has included
$19,900,000 to continue construction of this project.

Oates Creek, Richmond County, GA.—The Committee has in-
cluded $500,000 to continue construction of this project.

Tybee Island, GA.—The Committee has provided $18,000 to com-
plete the Limited Reevaluation Report for the shore protection
project in preparation for the next scheduled renourishment.

Kaumalapau Harbor, Lanai, HI.—The Committee has provided
$13,000,000 to complete construction of this project.

Rural Idaho Environmental Infrastructure, ID.—The Committee
has provided $5,500,000 for this project. Within the funds provided
the Corps should give consideration to projects at Emmett, Burley,
Rupert, Bonners Ferry, Donnelly, Eastern Idaho Regional Water
Authority, Driggs, and Smelterville. Other communities that meet
the program criteria should be considered as funding allows.

Des Plaines River, IL.—The Committee has included $4,000,000
to continue construction of this project.

McCook and Thornton Reservoirs, IL.—The Committee has in-
cluded $30,000,000 for continued construction of this project.
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Olmsted Locks and Dam, Ohio River, IL and KY.—The Com-
mittee has provided $85,000,000 to continue construction of this
project. The reduction made to this project should not be viewed as
any diminution of support for this project, rather an attempt to bal-
ance out the Corps of Engineers nationwide program among the
various missions of the Corps. None of the funds provided for the
Olmsted Locks and Dam Project are to be used to reimburse the
Claims and Judgment Fund.

Missouri Fish and Wildlife Recovery, IA, KS, MO, MT, NE, ND
and SD.—The Committee has provided $60,000,000 for this project.
This is a significant increase from fiscal year 2005 funding but con-
siderably less than the request. The Committee is frustrated that
the administration has not forwarded a legislative proposal to au-
thorize endangered species recovery work along the Missouri River.
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation for the lower river has been author-
ized for several years; however, habitat recovery for the upper river
has yet to be addressed in authorization language. Estimates for
recovery of species along the Missouri River are in excess of
$3,500,000,000. The Committee would not fund a $3,500,000,000
construction project without a specific authorization and we do not
believe it prudent for the budget to continue asking for annual
budget increases to this project without clear authorization as to
the actions necessary for recovery.

Missouri River Levee System, IA, NE, KS and MO.—The Com-
mittee has included $750,000 to continue construction of this
project.

Turkey Creek, KS and MO.—The Committee has included
$4,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

Kentucky Lock and Dam, Tennessee River, KY.—The Committee
has included $32,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

McAlpine Locks and Dam, Ohio River, KY and IN.—The Com-
mittee has provided $65,000,000 to continue construction of this
project. The reduction made to this project should not be viewed as
any diminution of support for this project, rather an attempt to bal-
ance out the Corps of Engineers nationwide program among the
various missions of the Corps.

Inner Harbor Lock and Dam, LA.—The Committee has included
$15,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

J. Bennett Johnston Waterway, LA.—The Committee has pro-
vided $15,000 for navigation channel refinement features, land pur-
chases and development for mitigation of project impacts, and con-
struction of project recreation and appurtenant features.

Larose to Golden Meadow, LA.—The Committee has included
$1,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

New Orleans to Venice, LA.—The Committee has included
$3,600,000 to continue construction of this project.

West Bank and Vicinity, New Orleans, LA.—The Committee has
provided $25,000,000 to continue construction of this project. The
reduction made to this project should not be viewed as any diminu-
tion of support for this project, rather an attempt to balance out
the Corps of Engineers nationwide program among the various
missions of the Corps.

Chesapeake Bay Environmental Program, MD, PA and VA.—The
Committee has included $2950 for continuation of this project.
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Within the funds provided, $273,000 is included to continue the en-
vironmental studies concerning non-native oysters.

Chesapeake Bay Oyster Recovery, MD and VA.—The Committee
has included $3,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

Rural Montana, MT.—The Committee has provided $5,000,000
for this project. Within the funds provided the Corps should give
consideration to projects at Livingston, Missoula (Grant Creek),
Meagher County, Stevensville, Helena, Wisdom, Bigfork, Sheridan,
Butte and Drummond. Other communities that meet the program
criteria should be considered as funding allows.

Sand Creek, NE.—The Committee has included $4,000,000 to
continue construction of this project.

Rural Nevada, NV.—The Committee has provided $25,000,000
for this project. Within the funds provided the Corps should give
consideration to projects at North Lemmon Valley, Spanish Springs
Valley, Phase II, Huffaker Hills Water Conservation, Lawton-
Verdi, Boulder City, Lyon County, Gerlach, Searchlight, Incline Vil-
lage, Esmeralda County, Churchill County, West Wendover,
Yearington, Virgin Valley Water District, Lovelock, and Carson
City. Other communities that meet the program criteria should be
considered as funding allows.

Tropicana and Flamingo Washes, NV.—The Committee has pro-
vided $18,000,000 to continue construction of this flood control
project. Within the funds provided $3,000,000 is provided for work
performed in accordance with Section 211 of Public Law 104-303.

Delaware Bay Coastline, Villas and Vicinity, NJ and DE.—The
Committee has provided $2,450,000 to initiate construction of this
project.

Raritan River Basin, Green Brook Sub-Basin, NJ.—The Com-
mittee has included $5,000,000 to continue construction of this
project.

Sandy Hook to Barnegat Inlet, NJ—The Committee has provided
$4,000,000 to initiate construction of this project.

Acequias Irrigation System, NM.—The Committee has provided
$3,100,000 to continue restoration of these historic irrigation dis-
tribution systems.

Central New Mexicoob NM.—The Committee has included
$5,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

New Mexico [EI], NM.—The Committee has included $5,000,000
to continue construction of this project.

Fire Island to Montauk Point, NY —Additional funds above the
budget request have been provided for the reformulation study.

Dare County Beaches, NC.—$2,500,000 is included for construc-
tion for this project.

Buford Trenton Irrigation District, ND.—The Committee has in-
cluded $1,500,000 to continue construction of this project.

Webber Falls Lock and Dam Powerhouse, OK.—The Committee
has included $4,000,000 for construction of the powerhouse major
rehabilitation project.

Locks and Dams 2, 3, and 4, Monongahela River, PA.—The Com-
mittee has provided $46,000,000 to continue construction of this
project. The reduction made to this project should not be viewed as
any dimunition of support for this project, rather an attempt to bal-
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ance out the Corps of Engineers nationwide program among the
various missions of the Corps.

Presque Isle, PA.—The Committee has provided $620,000 to con-
tinue this project.

Big Sioux River, SD.—The Committee has included $2,000,000 to
continue construction of this project.

Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux, SD.—The Com-
mittee notes that Title IV of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1999, Public Law 106-53 as amended, authorizes funding to pay
administrative expenses, implementation of terrestrial wildlife
plans, activities associated with land transferred or to be trans-
ferred, and annual expenses for operating recreational areas. The
Committee has included $5,000,000 for this effort. Within the funds
provided, the Committee directs that not more than $1,000,000
shall be provided for administrative expenses, and that the Corps
is to distribute the remaining funds as directed by Title IV to the
State of South Dakota, the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe and the
Lower Brule Sioux Tribe.

Chickamauga Lock, TN.—The Committee has provided
$10,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

Houston-Galveston Navigation Channels, TX.—The Committee
has provided $35,000,000 for continued construction of this project.

North Padre Island, Packery Channel, TX.—The Committee has
provided $5,438,000 to complete this project.

Red River Basin Chloride Control, TX, OK, AR and LA.—The
Committee has included $1,500,000 to continue construction.

Whitney Lake Powerhouse, TX.—The Committee has included
$4,551,000 to continue construction of the powerhouse rehabilita-
tion.

Rural Utah. UT.—The Committee has included $10,000,000 to
continue construction of this project.

Burlington Harbor, VT.—The Committee has included $500,000
to initiate removal of Oil bollards in the harbor.

The Committee has included $$2,000,000 for -continued
deconstruction and environmental restoration efforts at the Embrey
Dam project.

Virginia Beach, VA.—The Committee has included $11,395,000
to complete initial construction.

Columbia River Fish Recovery, WA, OR, and ID.—The Com-
mittee has chosen not to combine the various, separately author-
ized, components of the project into a single line item as was pro-
posed in the budget. The Committee believes that it is prudent to
maintain visibility of the various project elements in the budget
process and has therefore funded the three traditional line items
combined in this heading.

Mt. St. Helens Sediment Control, WA.—The Committee has in-
cluded additional funds for the Corps to begin investigations for
restoration actions in the Cowlitz and Toutle watersheds.

Mud Mountain, Washington.—Out of the funds provided, the
Corps is directed to use up to $600,000 to study fish passage.

Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and Cumberland
River, WV, KY and VA.—The Committee has provided $14,100,000
for the continuation of the project. Within the funds provided, the
Committee recommendation includes $9,500,000 for the Buchanan
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County, Dickenson County, and Grundy, VA elements. Further, the
recommendation includes $4,600,000 for Kermit, Lower Mingo
County, McDowell County, Upper Mingo and Wayne County, WV.

Aquatic Plant Control Program.—The Committee has provided
$4,500,000 for this program. Within the funds provided, the Com-
mittee has provided $850,000 for a cost shared program for Lake
Gaston, NC and $400,000 for a cost shared program for Lake
Champlain, VT.

Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $6,200,000 for the program. Within the
funds provided, $200,000 is provided for Dauphin Island, AL, and
$3,000,000 for Morehead City Harbor, NC.

Dam Safety and Seepage/Stability Correction Program.—The
Committee recommendation includes $4,000,000 to complete the
Waterbury dam repairs.

Shore Line Erosion Control Development and Demonstration Pro-
gram.—The Committee has provided $3,800,000 for this program.
Within the funds provided, $2,300,000 is for an Alternative Sand
Test Beach and Breakwater Project in Florida and $1,500,000 is for
the Sacred Falls Demonstration project in Hawaii.

Ability to Pay.—Section 103(m) of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986 Public Law 99-662, as amended, requires that all
project cooperation agreements for flood damage reduction projects,
to which non-Federal cost sharing applies, will be subject to the
ability of non-Federal sponsors to pay their shares. Congress in-
cluded this section in the landmark 1986 Act to ensure that as
many communities as possible would qualify for Federal flood dam-
age reduction projects, based more on needs and less on financial
capabilities. The Secretary published eligibility criteria in 33 CFR
241, which requires a non-Federal sponsor to meet an ability-to-pay
test. However, the Committee believes that the Secretary’s test is
too restrictive and operates to exclude most communities from
qualifying for relief under the ability-to-pay provision. For example,
33 CFR 241.4(f) specifies that the test should be structured so that
reductions in the level of cost-sharing will be granted in “only a
limited number of cases of severe economic hardship,” and should
depend not only on the economic circumstances within a project
area, but also on the conditions of the state in which the project
area is located.

CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM

When Congress authorized the initial Continuing Authorities in
the 1940s and 1950s, they were envisioned to provide a small pool
of money available to the Corps of Engineers to solve very small
localized problems without being encumbered by the longer study
and project authorization process. As more programs were added to
the Continuing Authorities Program [CAP] they became increas-
ingly popular with congressional Members and the public. More
and more congressionally directed projects began to appear in the
annual appropriations bills. At first these congressionally directed
projects were added to the base program. As more and more of
these congressionally directed projects came into the program it be-
came difficult for these congressionally directed projects to be
added to the base and as such, the base program began to shrink.
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Congressionally directed projects now dominate all sections of the
CAP Program. Congressionally directed projects have proliferated
to such an extent that several of the sections are over-subscribed.
Below are the various CAP sections, their congressionally author-
ized appropriation limit and the current estimate of outstanding
obligations:

CAP Section Program Limit Curre?iton(lsbllga-
Section 103 $30,000,000 $6,000,000
Section 107 35,000,000 17,000,000
Section 1135 25,000,000 49,500,000
Section 14 15,000,000 19,000,000
Sections 204, 207, 933 15,000,000 9,000,000
Section 205 50,000,000 42,500,000
Section 206 25,000,000 50,500,000

The Committee directs that the Corps should prioritize projects
in the following manner to try to get the backlog of these projects
reduced. The first priority for funding should be for construction
projects that already have an executed Project Cooperation Agree-
ment. The next priority should be for projects with executed design
agreements. Third priority would be for those with executed feasi-
bility agreement. The last priority should be new starts. To further
this end, the Committee directs a moratorium on execution of new
cost share agreements during fiscal year 2006. Work should con-
tinue on all phases as funding and priority allows, but no project
should advance to the next stage during fiscal year 2006, except,
of course, project completions.

The Committee is aware that there are funding requirements for
ongoing, continuing authorities projects that may not be accommo-
dated within the funds provided for each program. It is not the
Committee’s intent that ongoing projects should be terminated. If
additional funds are needed to keep ongoing work in any program
on schedule, the Committee urges the Corps to reprogram the nec-
essary funds.

CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGAM

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee rec-
ommendation
Small Beach Erosion Control Projects—Section 103
Unalakleet Seawall, AK 1,000
North Shore of Indian River Inlet, DE 600
Pleasure Island, MD 500
St. Mary's River, MD 630
Morris Island Lighthouse, SC 2,234
Small Navigation Projects—Section 107

Gustavis Harbor, AK 100
Kokhanok Harbor, AK 34
Nanwalek Harbor, AK 100
Blytheville Harbor, AR 500
Kahoolawe Small Boat Harbor, HI 250
Laupahoehoe Harbor Project, HI 400
North Kohala Navigation Improvements, HI 150
Port Fuchon, LA 88
Nanticoke Harbor, MD 250
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGAM—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee rec-
ommendation

Yazoo Diversion Canal, MS

Hampton Harbor, NH

Charlestown Breachway and Ninigret Pond, RI

Point Judith Harbor, Narragansett, R

Northwest Tennessee Regional Harbor, TN

Wisconsin Lakeshore State Park Breakwater, Wi

Project Modifications for the Improvement of the Environment—Section 1135
Ditch 28, AR

Horseshoe Lake, AR

Millwood Lake, Grassy Lake, AR

Rock Creek, Little Rock, AR

Bellaview Wetlands, CO

Chatfield Downstream, South Platte River, CO

QOyster Revitilization in the Delaware Bay, DE and NJ

Kanaha Pond Wildlife Sanctuary Restoration Project, HI
Kawainui Marsh Environmental Restoration Project, HI

Pelekane Bay Ecosystem Restoration Project, HI

Bayou Macon, LA

Frazier/Whitehorse Oxbow Lake Weir, LA

Lake St. Joseph, Tensas Parish, LA
0ld River North, Concordia Parish, LA

Wild Cow Bayou, Concordia Parish, LA

Hart Miller Island, MD

Duck Creek, Stoddard County, MO
Kansas City Riverfront, Kansas City, Jackson County, MO

Lower Decatur Bend Environmental Impr t, NE

Salt Cedar Invasive Species Eradication/Restoration, NE

Albuquerque Biological Park Wetland Restoration Project, NM

Ecosystem Revitalization at Route 66, NM
Carlshad, Pecos River, NM

Las Cruces Dam Environmental Restoration, Dona Ana County, NM

Pecos River, Chaves County

Riparian Wetland Restoration, Pueblo of Santa Ana Reservation, NM
Socorro County Floodplain Restoration, NM

Lower Truckee River, McCarran Ranch, NV

Fairmount Dam Fishladder Project, PA

Upper Tioga River Watershed, PA

Allin’s Cove, RI
Village of Oyster, VA Ecosystem Restoration, VA

City of Richland Ecosystem Restoration, WA

Mapes Creek Habitat Enhancement Project, WA

Battle Island, Desoto, WI

Kaunakakai Stream Environmental Restoration, HI

Streambank and Shoreline Protection for Public Facilities—Section 14
Deering Shoreline Protection, AK

Kwethluk, AK
27th Street Bridge (Glenwood Springs, CO)

Powers Boulevard (Colorado Springs, CO)

Coal Creek, Monroe County, IA

lowa River, Sac and Fox Tribe, 1A
Raccoon River, Panora County, IA

Bayou Macon, Poverty Point, LA

Ouachita River, City of Monroe, LA

Patuxent River, Patuxent Beach Road, MD
Sturgeon River, Houghton County, MI

Water Treatment Plant, St. Joseph, M

Red Lake River Bank Stabilization, MN

Eubanks Creek, Jackson, MS

Elizabeth River, Valleyview Road, Hillside, NJ

South Branch Rahway River, Woodbridge, NJ

2,900
55

90
100
490
2,000

130
160
114.8
150
371
1385
2,000
200
700
400
187
375
130
10
10
200
125
998
3,552
150
400
465
150
300
279
200
210
3,037
820
430
300
165
400
270
40
300

900
55
353
500
60
378
92.3
469
80
700
120
177
40
275
576
500
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGAM—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee rec-
ommendation

|-40 Bridge, Rio Puerco, NM

Shoreland Avenue Embankment Restoration, Toledo, OH

Stayton Riverfront Park Bank Stabilization, OR

Mt. Moriah Culvert, TN

Kenosha Harbor Retaining Wall, WI

Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material—Sections 204, 207 and 933
Dauphin Island Aquatic Restoration Project, AL

Morehead City Harbor, NC

Small Flood Control Projects—Section 205
Fort Yukon, AK

Salcha, AK

Bono, AR

Grubbs, AR

Wynne, AR
Heacock and Cactus Channels, CA

New Hogan Lake Reoperation, CA

Santa Venetia Flood Control, CA

Salmon River, CT

Delaware City Dragon Run Flood Mitigation Project, DE
Elsmere Stormwater Infrastructure, DE

Little Mill Creek, New Castle County, DE

Rutherford, New Castle County, DE

Kuliouou Stream Flood Damage Reduction, HI
Palai Stream Flood Damage Reduction, HI

Waiakea Stream Flood Damage Reduction Project, HI

Wailele Stream Flood Damage Reduction Project, HI

Cedar River (Time Check Area), Cedar Rapids, IA

Denison, IA
Delphi, IN

Fort Wayne, St. Marys and Maumee Rivers, IN

Braithwaite Park, LA

Jean Lafitte, Fisher School Basin, Jefferson Parish, LA
Oakville to LaReussite, LA

Red Chute Bayou, Bossier Parish, LA

Town of Carenco, Lafayette, LA

Elkton, MD

Canisteo Qutflow Project, MN
Montevideo, MN

Rockford Levee Upgrade, MN

Blacksnake Creek, St. Joseph, MO

Little River Diversion, Ducthtown, MO

Wilson, NC (Hominy Swamp Flood Control)

Fargo Ridgewood Addition, ND

Gila River, Grants and Hidalgo Counties, NM

Hatch, NM

Little Puerco River, Gallup, NM
Little Puerco Wash, Gallup, NM

Battle Mountain, NV

City of Las Vegas, NV

North Spanish Springs, NV
Reno Flood Warning System, NV

North Park Lake, Flood Control Project

Sandy Creek, TN

Passumpsic River, Lyndonville, VT
West Virginia Statewide Flood Warning System

Henderson, WY Drainage Improvements

Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Projects—Section 206
Eklutna, AK

Northway, AK

850
660
250
305
281

439
4,625

200
400
80
50
75
4,000
600
915
650
300
250
2,018
150
250
100
200
150
300
1,400
100
200
1,681
2,900
88
425
160
174
100
2,828
100
244
175
100
1,245.9
100
158
100
100
1,1115
300
140
3
200
50
42
200
100

300
350
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGAM—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee rec-
ommendation
Chattahoochee Fall Line Ecosystem Restoration Project, AL and GA 250
St Helena-Napa River Restoration, CA 600
York Creek Dam Removal, CA 350
Bear Creek Reservoir, CO 100
Bow Tie Wetlands, CO 300
Goose Creek, CO 200
Kingfisher Point, CO 191
Lower Boulder Creek, CO 240
North Fork, Gunnison River, CO 2,201
Tamarisk Eradication, CO 400
Red Clay Creek Dam Realignment, DE 250
Rose Bay, FL 250
Mokuhinia/Mokuula Ecosystem Restoration, HI 220
Indian Creek, Caldwell, ID 3,300
Paradise Creek Ecosystem Restoration Project, ID 250
Salmon River, Challis, ID 611
Emiquon Preserve, IL 313
South Fork of the South Branch of the Chicago River (Bubbly Creek), IL 600
Squaw Creek Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration, IL 160
Cocodrie Bayou, LA 10
University Lakes, Baton Rouge, LA 200
University Lakes, East Baton Rouge Parish, LA 200
Blackwater Refuge, MD 500
Paint Branch Fish Passage, MD 282
Tidal Middle Branch, MD 250
Western Branch, Patuxent River, MD 1,158
Painter Creek, MN 300
Confluence Point State Park, MO 100
Missouri Stream Restoration Pilot, MO 200
Central Bath Branch Tributary, Winston-Salem, NC 100
Ore Knob, NC 510
Heron Haven Wetland Restoration Project, NE 645
Bottomless Lakes State Park, Roswell, NM 350
Jemez River Aquatic and Riparian Habitat Restoration, Zia Pueblo, NM 211
Las Cruces Wetland Restoration, NM 300
Carson River, NV 75
Incline, Third, and Rosewood Creeks, NV 90
Arcola Creek Ecosystem Restoration, OH 528
Arrowhead Creek, OR 250
Camp Creek-Zumwalt Prairie, OR 333
Coffee Lake, OR 250
Ingham Spring Dam and Lake Reconstruction, PA 300
Neshannock Creek, PA 600
Sheradon Park and Chartiers Creek, PA 300
Blackstone Fisheries Restoration, RI 150
Brush Neck Cove, Warwick, RI 150
Lower Blackstone River Fish Passage, RI 250
Narrow, Narragansett, RI 150
Ten Mile River, East Providence, RI 250
Winnipaug Pond, Westerly, RI 104
Potash Brook, South Burlington, VT 350
West Branch of the Little River, Stowe, Lamoille County, VT 200
Wild Branch of the Lamoille River, Town of Craftsbury, Orleans County and Town of Wolcott, Lamoille
County, VT 200
Carpenter Creek, WA 300
Issaquah Salmon Hatchery, WA 300
Great Pierce Meadows, Essex and Morris Counties, NJ 460

Tribal Partnership Program.—The Committee has also included
$400,000 for Nevada to initiate cultural resource restoration on his-
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toric Washoe lands; and $400,000 for New Mexico to further the
tribal assistance efforts by the Corps in New Mexico.

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES—ARKANSAS, IL-
LINOIS, KENTUCKY, LOUISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TEN-
NESSEE

Appropriations, 2005 .........ccccceerieiiiienieeie e 1$321,904,000
Budget estimate, 2006 .. . 270,000,000
House allowance .................... . 290,000,000
Committee recommendation ...........ccccceevuveeecieeeeiieeeeieeeeereeeeieee e 433,336,000

1Excludes emergency appropriation of $6,000,000.

This appropriation funds planning, construction, and operation
and maintenance activities associated with water resource projects
located in the lower Mississippi River Valley from Cape Girardeau,
Missouri to the Gulf of Mexico.

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:



CORPS OF ENGINEERS—FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee
recommendation

BAYOU METO, AR

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

SOUTHEAST ARKANSAS, AR

ALEXANDRIA TO THE GULF, LA

DONALDSON TO THE GULF, LA

MORGANZA TO THE GULF, LA

POINTE COUPEE TO ST. MARY PARISH, LA

SPRING BAYOU, LA

TENSAS RIVER BASIN, LA

BEAR CREEK, MS

QUIVER RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, MS

MILLINGTON AND VICINITY, TN

COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA

UNSPECIFIED REDUCTION

GRAND PRAIRIE REGION, AR

ST. FRANCIS BASIN, AR AND MO

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA

MISSISSIPPI DELTA REGION, LA
HORN LAKE CREEK MODIFICATIONS, MS

1,680 | oo
350
450 428 500
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN FLOODWAY SYSTEM LAND STUDY, LA 100 150
400
1,000 5,000
100
500
250
500
COLDWATER RIVER BASIN BELOW ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS 500 475 750
150
112 107 112
MEMPHIS METRO AREA, STORM WATER MGMT STUDY, TN AND MS 150
720 685 720
—1,640
Subtotal, General Investigations 1,882 2,695 9,632
CONSTRUCTION
CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO AND TN 42,500 40,413 42,500
FRANCIS BLAND FLOODWAY DITCH (EIGHT MILE CREEK), AR 3,446 3277 | v
10,000
MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO AND TN 39,200 37,275 59,000
6,800 6,800
2,324 2,210 7,000
21,000 19,969 21,000
2,244 2,134 2,244
200
YAZOO BACKWATER, LESS ROCKY BAYOU, YAZOO F AND WL MITIGATION LANDS 300
YAZOO BASIN—BACKWATER PUMPING PLANT, MS 25,000
2,000

YAZ0O BASIN—BIG SUNFLOWER RIVER, MS

YAZOO BASIN—DELTA HEADWATERS PROJECT, MS

25,000

€g



CORPS OF ENGINEERS—FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee

recommendation
YAZOO BASIN—MAINSTEM, MS 25
YAZOO BASIN—REFORMULATION UNIT, MS 2,200
YAZOO BASIN/UPPER YAZOO PROJECT, MS 5,600 20,000
ST. JOHNS BAYOU AND NEW MADRID FLOODWAY, MO 5,500 5,500
NONCONNAH CREEK, TN AND MS 500 475 800
WEST TENNESSEE TRIBUTARIES, TN 500
WOLF RIVER, TN 3,500 3,500
SUSPENSION FUND 8,000
Subtotal, Construction 119,214 127,153 233,569
MAINTENANCE
CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO AND TN 70,609 67,142 70,609
HELENA HARBOR, PHILLIPS COUNTY, AR 172 164 402
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AR 611 581 611
LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, NORTH BANK, AR 560 533 560
LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, SOUTH BANK, AR 310 295 310
MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO, AND TN 9,256 9,902 21,191
ST FRANCIS BASIN, AR AND MO 6,600 8,800 6,600
TENSAS BASIN, BOEUF AND TENSAS RIVERS, AR AND LA 2,600 2,472 2,600
WHITE RIVER BACKWATER, AR 1,400 1,331 1,400
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IL 55 52 55
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, KY 37 35 37
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA 2,860 2,120 2,860
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA 13,400 12,742 13,400
BATON ROUGE HARBOR, DEVIL SWAMP, LA 420
BAYOU COCODRIE AND TRIBUTARIES, LA 65 62 65
BONNET CARRE, LA 2,713 2,580 2,713
INSPECTION OF COMPELTED WORKS, LA 538 512 538
LOWER RED RIVER, SOUTH BANK LEVEES, LA 66 63 66
MISSISSIPPI DELTA REGION, LA 239 221 239
OLD RIVER, LA 10,200 9,699 10,200
TENSAS BASIN, RED RIVER BACKWATER, LA 3,950 3,756 3,950

GREENVILLE HARBOR, MS

500

¥S



INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MS 317 301 317
YAZOO BASIN:
ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS 6,151 5,849 14,810
BIG SUNFLOWER RIVER, MS 210 200 2,210
ENID LAKE, MS 5,232 4,975 12,300
GREENWOOD, MS 620 590 2,070
GRENADA LAKE, MS 5,674 5,395 12,278
MAIN STEM, MS 1,080 1,027 4,033
SARDIS LAKE, MS 7,153 5,802 16,500
TRIBUTARIES, MS 1,130 1,075 1,130
WILL M WHITTINGTON AUX CHAN, MS 430 409 430
YAZOO BACKWATER AREA, MS 470 47 956
YAZOO CITY, MS 7170 732 770
Subtotal, YAZOO BASIN 28,920 26,501 67,487
VICKSBURG HARBOR, MS 387
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MO 182 173 182
WAPPAPELLO LAKE, MO 4,676 4,446 4,676
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, TN 110 105 110
MEMPHIS HARBOR, MCKELLAR LAKE, TN 992 943 992
WOLF RIVER HARBOR, TN 540
EMERGENCY REPAIR RESERVES 1,700 | e
MAPPING 1,384 1,316 1,384
UNSPECIFIED REDUCTION —1,000 | oo
REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE — 13,918 | s — 25,266
Subtotal, Maintenance 148,904 158,512 190,135
Total, Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries 270,000 290,000 433,336

qg
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The Committee believes that it is essential to provide adequate
resources and funding to the Mississippi River and Tributaries pro-
gram in order to protect the large investment in flood control facili-
ties. Although much progress has been made, considerable work re-
mains to be done for the protection and economic development of
the rich natural resources in the Valley. The Committee expects
the additional funds to be used to advance ongoing studies, initiate
newkstudies, and advance important construction and maintenance
work.

General Investigations

Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System Land Study, LA.—The Com-
mittee has provided $150,000 to initiate this study as rec-
ommended in the budget request.

Morganza to the Gulf, LA.—The Committee has provided
$5,000,000 to continue Preconstruction Engineering and Design for
this study.

Quiver River, MS.—The Committee has provided $150,000 to ini-
tiate this study.

Memphis Metro, Storm Water Management Study, TN and MS.—
The Committee has provided $150,000 to initiate this study.

Construction

Grand Prairie, AR—The Committee has provided $10,000,000
for continued construction of the project.

Mississippi River Levees, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO and TN.—The
Committee has provided $59,000,000 to continue construction of
this project. Within the funds provided, $19,800,000 could be used
to continue construction on St. Johns-New Madrid Levee Closure/
Box Culvert, MO ($3,000,000); Carlisle-Tallula, MS Item 488-L
($6,000,000); and Above Cairo, IL Slurry Trench P-4 ($600,000)
and initiate construction on Willow Point-Youngs Point, LA Items
445-R ($1,300,000); Pecan Point, AR, Relief Wells P-2 ($200,000);
Trotters, MS Berm P-2 ($100,000); Council Bend, AR Relief Wells
($200,000); Willow Point-Youngs Point, LA Items 450-R
($1,500,000); Farrell, MS Relief Wells ($200,000); Badger-Cotton-
wood Point, MO Seepage Control ($200,000); Tallula-Magna Vista,
LA Ttems 474-R ($1,500,000) and ($5,000,000) could be used to
complete plans and specifications and initiate construction of the
Lower Mississippi River Museum and Riverfront Interpretive Site.

Yazoo Basin, Backwater Pumping Plant, MS.—The Committee
has provided $25,000,000 to continue construction of the project.
Within the funds provided, $150,000 is provided for the Teddy Roo-
sevelt Environment Education Center.

Yazoo Basin, Delta Headwaters Project, MS.—The Committee
has provided $25,000,000 to continue construction of this project.

Yazoo Basin, Upper Yazoo Project, MS.—The Committee has pro-
vided $20,000,000 to accelerate completion of this project. Within
the funds provided, $1,000,000 is for bank stabilization.

Maintenance

Mississippi River Levees, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO and TN.—The
Committee has provided $21,191,000 to continue construction of
this project. Funds are provided to complete Levee Restoration,
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Mellwood, AR; initiate and complete Levee Repairs, Torras, LA;
Levee Slide Repairs, Above Old River, LA; initiate Slope Pavement
Repairs, Various Locations, LA; Floodwall Renovations, Mound
City, IL; Replacement of Cache Levee Culvert, IL; Provide Levee
Gravel, AR, LA and MS; Provide Levee Gravel, Commerce to Birds
Point, MO; Provide Levee Gravel, Below Helena, AR and Provide
Levee Gravel, Main Line Levee, LA.

Atchafalaya Basin, LA.—The Committee has provided
$13,400,000 for maintenance of this project. Additional funds are
provided for levee gravel.

The Committee has provided funding for necessary maintenance
dredging for the harbor projects located along the main stem of the
Mississippi River.

The Committee has provided additional funding to address the
maintenance backlog at Arkabutla, Sardis, Enid and Grenada
Lakes in Mississippi.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

Appropriations, 2005 .........cccceiiiiiiiiinieeee e 1$1,943,428,000
Budget estimate, 2006 ... . 1,979,000,000
House allowance ..............cc....... ... 2,000,000,000

Committee recommendation 2,100,000,000

1Excludes emergency appropriation of $155,400,000.

The Committee continues to believe that it is essential to provide
adequate resources and attention to operation and maintenance re-
quirements in order to protect the large Federal investment. Yet,
current and projected budgetary constraints require the Committee
to limit the amount of work that can be accomplished in the fiscal
year. In order to cope with the current situation, the Corps has had
to defer or delay scheduled maintenance activities.

Maintenance backlogs continue to grow, with much of the back-
log being essential maintenance dredging needed to keep the Na-
tion’s ports, harbors, and waterways open and able to efficiently
handle important national and international trade activities. Yet,
the Committee is aware that out-year budget planning guidance for
the Corps of Engineers projects is such that the current appropria-
tions for their critical operation and maintenance activities will
continue to decline for the foreseeable future. If additional re-
sources are not made available, the Corps will be forced to cut back
on services, and begin to terminate and close many projects and ac-
tivities.

The Committee is aware of the Corps’ efforts to stretch the lim-
ited resources to cover all of its projects and to effect savings
through a variety of means. With an increasing number of projects
entering the inventory, and budgetary constraints increasing, it is
clear that the Corps will have to find innovative ways of accom-
plishing required maintenance work, while reducing operational
and other costs.

The budget request has proposed that no navigation project with
less than 1 billion ton-miles of cargo be eligible for maintenance
dredging. The Committee believes that this is in direct conflict with
the way projects are evaluated, authorized, and analyzed. Project
analysis is based upon Economic and Environmental Principles and
Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation
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Studies (1983), the Corps of Engineers Planning Guidance Note-
book (2000), and other polices and procedures. For navigation stud-
ies, the analysis centers on transportation savings to the Nation
considering the ultimate origins and destinations of commodities to
be moved. Operation and maintenance costs are considered as a
part of this analysis and are figured into the benefit to cost ratio
utilized to make the investment decision. By applying an arbitrary
ton-mile figure to determine O&M funding decisions, the budget re-
quest has essentially obviated the need for any of the previous
studies undertaken to determine the investment decision.

The Committee is concerned about the annual proposals for re-
ductions of maintenance funding for “low use waterways and
ports”. These tributary waterways naturally do not enjoy the same
level of relative efficiencies as mainstem waterways. The Mis-
sissippi and Ohio Rivers handle tremendous volumes of traffic over
long distances and so generate impressive ton-mile statistics. Trib-
utaries, by nature, provide generally short, smaller channels with
lower traffic densities. Consequently, “ton-mile” statistics for tribu-
tary waterways are dwarfed by statistics for the mainstem water-
ways. It is important to recognize that the commerce on the tribu-
taries is usually only a small part of the total journey between pro-
ducer and consumer. When these statistics are compared on a sys-
tem basis, nearly all of these waterways appear to “pay their way”
and are performing as the economic analysis indicated when they
were originally authorized.

Uncertainties in maintenance funding for lower use projects seri-
ously impacts their ability to compete and become higher use facili-
ties. Without funding to provide a stable channel and authorized
depths and widths, industries and shippers are reluctant to make
the necessary investments in using these projects. The Committee
believes that proposed elimination of maintenance funding for au-
thorized projects is not only a serious disservice to the public, but
it demonstrates a profound lack of respect for the Congressional
oversight committees that have jurisdiction for authorization and
deauthorization of such projects.

The Committee is not in favor of funding projects which are no
longer economically viable nor environmentally sustainable. Unfor-
tunately, the administration has chosen a path of underfunding, or
an entire lack of funding, for projects in an effort to achieve de
facto deauthorization through the appropriations process by uti-
lizing the billion-ton-mile model.

Further, the Committee believes much could be learned by the
open exchange of how “low-use” waterways and ports are cal-
culated, for the billion-ton-mile does not adequately reflect the flow
of commerce today. The Committee remains concerned about the
economic impacts of not maintaining all of our waterways and
ports at their authorized depths. As a result of waterways not
being maintained at the authorized depths, shippers are forced to
divide their cargo and place it on a number of smaller ships in
order to make passage to the final destination. This adds signifi-
cantly to the cost and time of the movement of products in and
around our waterways, something which the administration does
not appropriately take into account when formulating the budget
for the Corps. Therefore, the Committee strongly encourages the
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administration to put forth a proposal for a model which better re-
flects the flow of goods along all of our ports and waterways, in-
cluding lightering. Until then, however, the Committee believes the
administration has the responsibility to budget for each and every
project such that the authorized widths and depths are maintained.

CORPS HOPPER DREDGE FLEET

During fiscal year 2002, the Committee requested the General
Accounting Office [GAO] to review the benefits and effects of cur-
rent and proposed restrictions on the Corps’ hopper dredge fleet.
The Committee faces significant future investments in the Corps
hopper dredge fleet, as it is rapidly aging. The Committee believes
that the investment decisions must take into consideration the sub-
sequent use of the fleet. The final GAO report, released March,
2003, reviewed the impacts of operational changes to the fleet since
fiscal year 1993. GAO’s findings made it clear to the Committee
that additional costs have been imposed upon the Corps with the
decreased use of the fleet, but that the benefits have not been real-
ized. Additionally, the GAO found that the Corps’ contracting proc-
ess for hopper dredges was not effective. Most importantly, the
GAO reported that the Corps of Engineers did not have even a lim-
ited system to evaluate the costs and benefits of the varying oper-
ational levels of its hopper dredge fleet, nor did it have a means
to make maintenance and repair decisions of the fleet taking oper-
ational use into consideration. The Committee remains concerned
that since 2000, the Corps has provided a report to Congress which
has been found to have no analytical basis, thus calling into ques-
tion the ready reserve policy. Therefore, the Committee has pro-
vided legislative language which changes the current dredge policy.

DIRECT FUNDING OF OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE WORK AND THE
PMAS

The President’s Budget includes user charge proposals to offset
discretionary spending. In particular, the Administration proposes
that, starting in 2006, receipts from the sale of hydroelectric power
generated at certain Federal dams operated by the Corps of Engi-
neers be used to finance the operation and maintenance of those
facilities. This direct financing arrangement already exists for the
Bonneville Power Administration. However, due to budgetary scor-
ing impacts the Committee is unable to extend this proposal to the
Southeastern, Southwestern, and Western Power Administrations
in the Department of Energy.

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:



CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

[In thousands of dollars]

Committeedr;zco(mmendat\)on
~ ~ . compared to (+ or —
B I
mate ance
ALABAMA
ALABAMA—COOSA COMPREHENSIVE WATER STUDY, AL 180 180
ALABAMA—COOSA RIVER, AL 1,591 1,591
BLACK WARRIOR AND TOMBIGBEE RIVERS, AL 22,117 22,117
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, AL 4,050 4,050
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AL 50 50
MILLERS FERRY LOCK AND DAM, WILLIAM 7,315 7,315
MOBILE HARBOR, AL 20,248 20,248
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AL 100 100
ROBERT F. HENRY LOCK AND DAM, AL 7,125 7,125
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, AL 140 140
TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY WILDLIFE MITIGATION, AL 1,400 1,400 2,000 +600 +600
TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY, AL AND MS 20,103 20,103 24,000 +3,897 +3,897
WALTER F. GEORGE LOCK AND DAM, AL AND GA 7,171 7,171 TATL | s | v
ALASKA
ANCHORAGE HARBOR, AK 11,470 11,470 TLAT0 | e | s
CHENA RIVER LAKES, AK 3,051 3,051 3,051
CORDOVA HARBOR, AK 600
DILLINGHAM HARBOR, AK 622 622 622
HOMER HARBOR, AK 299 299 299
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AK 45 45 45
LOWELL CREEK TUNNEL, AK 100
NINILCHIK HARBOR, AK 248 248 248
NOME HARBOR, AK 2,496 2,496 2,496
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AK 588 588 588
AMERICAN SAMOA
OFU HARBOR, AMERICAN SAMOA 1,480 1,480 1,480
TAU HARBOR, AMERICAN SAMOA 1,372 1,372 1,372




ALAMO LAKE, AZ

ARIZONA

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AZ

PAINTED ROCK DAM, AZ

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, AZ
WHITLOW RANCH DAM, AZ

BEAVER LAKE, AR

BLAKELY MT. DAM, LAKE OUACHITA, AR
BLUE MOUNTAIN LAKE, AR

BULL SHOALS LAKE, AR

DARDANELLE LOCK AND DAM, AR

DEGRAY LAKE, AR

DEQUEEN LAKE, AR
DIERKS LAKE, AR

GILLHAM LAKE, AR

GREERS FERRY LAKE, AR

HELENA HARBOR, PHILLIPS COUNTY, AR

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AR

MILLWOOD LAKE, AR

NARROWS DAM, LAKE GREESON, AR

NIMROD LAKE, AR
NORFORK LAKE, AR

OSCEOLA HARBOR, AR

OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS, AR AND LA

0ZARK-JETA TAYLOR LOCK AND DAM, AR

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AR

WHITE RIVER, AR

YELLOW BEND PORT, AR

BLACK BUTTE LAKE, CA

BUCHANAN DAM, HV EASTMAN LAKE, CA

CHANNEL ISLANDS HARBOR, CA

COYOTE VALLEY DAM, LAKE MENDOCINO, CA

CRESENT CITY HARBOR

1,280 1,280
92 92
1220 1220
37 37
190 190
ARKANSAS
5,744 5,744
10,084 | 10,084
1292 1,292
6,392 6,392
6,524 6,524
6,828 6,828
1,193 1,193
1,161 1,161
1,093 1,093
5,608 5,608
30 30
199 199
MCCLELLAN-KERR ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION SYSTEM, AR 35,065 | 34,230
1782 1782
4,342 4,342
1,656 1,656
4,540 4,540
29 299
8,500 | 10,400
5,151 5,151
7 7
215 215
CALIFORNIA
1,989 1,989
1,781 1,781
310 310
4,084 4,000
DRY CREEK (WARM SPRINGS) LAKE AND CHANNEL, CA 5,272 5,825
202 202

FARMINGTON DAM, CA

5,744
10,084
1292
6,392
6,524
6,828
1,193
1,161
1,093
5,608
430
199
35,065
1782
4,342
1,656
4,540
29
10,400
5,151

1,000
176

1,989
1,781
310
4,084
500
5272
202




CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recommendation
compared to (+ or —)

- Budget es- | House al- Committee
Project title tifnate lowance recommendation Budget esti- | House allow-
mate ance

HIDDEN DAM, HENSLEY LAKE, CA 2,090 2,090 2,090
HUMBOLDT HARBOR AND BAY, CA 5,069 5,000 5,069
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CA 1,396 1,396 1,396
ISABELLA LAKE, CA 2,291 2,291 2,291
JACK D. MALTESTER CHANNEL, CA (SAN LEANDRO) 750 +750 +750
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CA 4,287 4,287 B28T | e | e
LOWER PETALUMA RIVER, CA 750 +750 +750
MARINA DEL REY, CA 1,000 +1,000 +1,000
MERCED COUNTY STREAMS, CA 251 251 251
MOJAVE RIVER DAM, CA 290 290
MORRO BAY HARBOR, CA 1,616 1,616
MOSS LANDING HARBOR, CA 1,475
NAPA RIVER, CA
NEW HOGAN LAKE, CA 1,994 1,994
NEW MELONES LAKE, DOWNSTREAM CHANNEL, CA 1,634 1,634
NOYO RIVER AND HARBOR, CA 28 28
OAKLAND HARBOR, CA 6,205 6,205
OCEANSIDE HARBOR, CA 1,040 1,040
PILLAR POINT HARBOR
PINE FLAT LAKE, CA 2,831 2,831
PINOLE SHOAL MANAGEMENT STUDY, CA 250
PORT HUENEME, CA
PORT SAN LUIS, CA
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, CA 1,891 1,891
REDWOOD CITY HARBOR, CA 4,967 4,967
RICHMOND HARBOR, CA 7972 7972
SACRAMENTO RIVER (BASULE BRIDGE), CA
SACRAMENTO RIVER (30 FOOT PROJECT), CA 2,790 2,790
SACRAMENTO RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES (DEBRIS CONTROL), CA 1,299 1,299
SACRAMENTO RIVER SHALLOW DRAFT CHANNEL, CA 119 119
SAN FRANCISCO BAY, DELTA MODEL STRUCTURE, CA 1,185 1,185

SAN FRANCISCO BAY LONG TERM MANAGEMENT STUDY, CA

1,600
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SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR AND BAY, CA (DRIFT REMOVAL)
SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR, CA

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER, CA
SAN PABLO BAY AND MARE ISLAND STRAIT, CA

SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN, CA

SANTA BARBARA HARBOR, CA

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, CA

SUCCESS LAKE, CA

SUISUN BAY CHANNEL, CA
TERMINUS DAM, LAKE KAWEAH, CA

UPPER PETALUMA RIVER,CA

VENTURA HARBOR, CA

YUBA RIVER, CA

BEAR CREEK LAKE, CO

CHATFIELD LAKE, CO

CHERRY CREEK LAKE, CO

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CO

JOHN MARTIN RESERVOIR, CO

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, CO

TRINIDAD LAKE, CO

BLACK ROCK LAKE, CT

BRIDGEPORT HARBOR, CT

CLINTON HARBOR, CT

COLEBROOK RIVER LAKE, CT

HANCOCK BROOK LAKE, CT
HOP BROOK LAKE, CT

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CT

MANSFIELD HOLLOW LAKE, CT

NORTH COVE HARBOR, CT

NORTHFIELD BROOK LAKE, CT
NORWALK FEDERAL NAVIGATION PROJECT, CT

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, CT

STAMFORD HURRICANE BARRIER, CT

THOMASTON DAM, CT

2,000 2,000
2,223 2,223
2,386 2,386
3,320 3,320
3,321 3,321
1,408 1,408
1,499 1,499
1,809 1,809
5,132 5,132
1,692 1,692
2,200 2,200
29 29
COLORADO
407 407
1233 1233
1,941 1,941
107 107
2,926 2,926
590 590
1,021 1,021
COMMONWEALTH OF NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS ROTA HARBOR, CNMI 260 260
CONNECTICUT
592 592
100
583 583
599 599
1,005 1,005
79 79
535 535
527 527
500
1,000 1,000
417 417
951 951
724 724

WEST THOMPSON LAKE, CT

2,000
2,223
2,886
3,320
3,321
1,408
1,499
1,809
5,132
1,692
300
2,900
29

407
1,900
2,607

107
2,926

590
1,688

260

592
1,500
250
583
599
1,005
79
535
2,000
527
1,000
1,000
417
951
724

+2,00
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recommendation
compared to (+ or —)

Proect tle Butdirg"eattgs ngd's:nca‘! r Commltseei"” Budget esti- | House allow-
mate ance
DELAWARE
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, DELAWARE RIVER TO CHESAPEAKE BAY 11,475 11,475 12,475 +1,000 +1,00
MISPILLION RIVER, DE 20 20 20
MURDERKILL RIVER, DE 20 20 20
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, DE 86 86 86
WILMINGTON HARBOR, DE 3,860 3,800 3,860
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, DC 9 9 9
POTOMAC AND ANACOSTIA RIVERS, DC (DRIFT REMOVAL) 744 744 744
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, DC 37 37 37
WASHINGTON HARBOR, DC 600 600 600
FLORIDA
AIWW, NORFOLK, VA TO ST. JOHNS RIVER, FL, GA, SC, NC, VA 500
CANAVERAL HARBOR, FL 3,828 6,000 3,000
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA, FL 14,213 14,213 14,213
ESCAMBIA AND CONECUH RIVERS, FL 1,000 1,000 1,000
FERNANDINA HARBOR, FL 1,513 1,513 1,513
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, FL 300 300 300 | ...
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, CALOOSAHATCHEE TO ANCLOTE, FL 1,000 +1,000 +1,00
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO MIAMI, FL 250 250 4,000 +3,750 +3,75
JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL 3,637 3,637 3,637 | ...
JIM WOODRUFF LOCK AND DAM, LAKE SEMINOLE, FL, AL, AND GA 8,188 8,188 8,188
MANATEE HARBOR, FL 2,000 2,000 2,000
MIAMI HARBOR, FL 1,530 1,530 1,530
MIAMI RIVER, FL 1,000 3,500
OKEECHOBEE WATERWAY, FL 2,060 2,060 2,060
PALM BEACH HARBOR, FL 1,183 1,183 1,183
PANAMA CITY HARBOR, FL 906 906 906
PENSACOLA HARBOR, FL 1,315 1,315 1,315
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PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, FL

REMOVAL OF AQUATIC GROWTH, FL

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, FL
SUWANEE RIVER, FL

TAMPA HARBOR, FL

ALLATOONA LAKE, GA

ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, GA

BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GA

BUFORD DAM AND LAKE SIDNEY LANIER, GA

CARTERS DAM AND LAKE, GA

HARTWELL LAKE, GA AND SC
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, GA

J STROM THURMOND LAKE, GA AND SC

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, GA

RICHARD B. RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA AND SC

SAVANNAH HARBOR, GA
WEST POINT DAM AND LAKE, GA AND AL

BARBERS POINT HARBOR, HI

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, HI

POHIKI BAY HAWAII, HI
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, HI

ALBENI FALLS DAM, ID

DWORSHAK DAM AND RESERVOIR, ID
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, ID

LUCKY PEAK LAKE, ID

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, ID

CALUMET HARBOR AND RIVER, IL AND IN

CARLYLE LAKE, IL

CHICAGO HARBOR, IL

CHICAGO RIVER, IL

1325 1325
2,306 2,306
30 30
500
4500 | 10,000

GEORGIA
7,322 7322
APALACHICOLA, CHATTAHOOCHEE AND FLINT RIVERS, GA, AL & 1,050 1,050
286 286
2,396 2,396
8,519 8,519
10,637 | 10,637
16,619 | 16,619
4 4
11,047 | 11,047
90 90
12,283 | 12,283
13521 | 13521
11,449 | 11,449

HAWAII
231 231
189 189
200 200

IDAHO

1,792 1792
2,464 2,464
78 78
2,567 2,567
430 430

ILLINOIS
2,900 2,900
6,745 6,745
3,499 3,499
385 385
214 214

FARM CREEK RESERVOIRS, IL
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recommendation
compared to (+ or —)

- Budget es- | House al- Committee
Project title tifnate lowance recommendation Budget esti- | House allow-
mate ance

ILLINOIS WATERWAY (MVR PORTION), IL AND IN 24,702 25,767 24,702 —1,065
ILLINOIS WATERWAY (MVS PORTION), IL AND IN 1,065 1,065 1,065 | oo | s
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IL 631 631 631
KASKASKIA RIVER NAVIGATION, IL 1,189 1,189 1,189
LAKE MICHIGAN DIVERSION, IL 547 547 547
LAKE SHELBYVILLE, IL 5,186 5,186 6,186
MISS RIVER BTWN MO RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS 67,030
MISS RIVER BTWN MO RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS (MVR PORTION) 48,107 | ... 50,407 +2,300
MISS RIVER BTWN MO RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS (MVS PORTION) 18,923 18,923
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, IL 33
REND LAKE, IL 5,254
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, IL 114
WAUKEGAN HARBOR, IL 680

INDIANA
BROOKVILLE LAKE, IN 872 872
BURNS WATERWAY HARBOR, IN 800
CAGLES MILL LAKE, IN 600 600
CECIL M. HARDEN LAKE, IN 687 687
INDIANA HARBOR, IN 300
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IN 370 370
J. EDWARD ROUSH LAKE, IN 643 643
MICHIGAN CITY HARBOR, IN
MISSISSINEWA LAKE, IN 751 751
MONROE LAKE, IN 689 689
PATOKA LAKE, IN 619 619
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, IN 59 59
SALAMONIE LAKE, IN 637 637
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, IN 111 111

10WA

CORALVILLE LAKE, IA 2,537 2,537 2,537 1 e |
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INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IA

MISSOURI RIVER-KENSLERS BEND, NE TO SIOUX CITY, IA

MISSOURI RIVER-RULO TO MOUTH, IA, NE, KS, AND MO
MISSOURI RIVER-SIOUX CITY TO RULO, IA AND NE

RATHBUN LAKE, IA

RED ROCK DAM AND LAKE RED ROCK, IA

SAYLORVILLE LAKE, IA

CLINTON LAKE, KS

KANSAS

COUNCIL GROVE LAKE, KS

EL DORADO LAKE, KS

ELK CITY LAKE, KS

FALL RIVER LAKE, KS
HILLSDALE LAKE, KS

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, KS

JOHN REDMOND DAM AND RESERVOIR, KS

KANOPOLIS LAKE, KS

MARION LAKE, KS

MELVERN LAKE, KS

MILFORD LAKE, KS

PEARSON-KUBITZ BIG HILL LAKE, KS

PERRY LAKE, KS

POMONA LAKE, KS

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, KS
TORONTO LAKE, KS

TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS

WILSON LAKE, KS

BARKLEY DAM AND LAKE BARKLEY, KY, AND TN

KENTUCKY

BARREN RIVER LAKE, KY

BIG SANDY HARBOR, KY

BUCKHORN LAKE, KY

CARR CREEK LAKE, KY
CAVE RUN LAKE, KY

DEWEY LAKE, KY

ELVIS STAHR (HICKMAN) HARBOR, KY

FISHTRAP LAKE, KY

GRAYSON LAKE, KY

202

152
6,475
2,417
2,081
3,415
3,952

1,987
1,544
339
692
2,154
703
85
1,081
1,634
1,551
1,828
2,903
1,052
2,211
1,810
32
402
2,189
1,509

9,507
2,102
1,091
1,19
1252
733
1,245
40
1,621
1,140

202

152
6,475
2,417
2,081
3,415
4,202

1,987
1,544
339
692
2,154
703
85
1,081
1,634
1,551
1,828
2,903
1,052
2,211
1,810
32
402
2,189
1,509

9,507
2,102
1,091
1,195
1652
733
1245
40
1,621
1,140

202

152
6,475
2,417
2,081
3,415
4,202

1,987
1,544
339
692
2,154
703
85
1,081
1,634
1,551
1,828
2,903
1,052
2,211
1,810
32
402
2,189
1,609

9,507
3,000
1,091
1,19
1252
733
1245
40
1,621
1,140

L9



CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committeedrfc%mmendat\)on
I Budget es- | House al- Committee compared to (+ or —
Project title tifnate lowance recommendation Budget esti- | House allow-
mate ance
GREEN AND BARREN RIVERS, KY 1,178 1,178 1,178
GREEN RIVER LAKE, KY 1,882 1,882
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, KY 98 98
LAUREL RIVER LAKE, KY 1,814 1,814
MARTINS FORK LAKE, KY 599 599
MIDDLESBORO CUMBERLAND RIVER BASIN, KY 62 62
NOLIN LAKE, KY 1,817 1,817
OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, KY, IL, IN, AND OH 32,210 32,210
OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, KY, IL, IN, AND OH 3,928 3,928
PAINTSVILLE LAKE, KY 912 912
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, KY 7 7
ROUGH RIVER LAKE, KY 1,945 1,945
TAYLORSVILLE LAKE, KY 1,149 1,149
WOLF CREEK DAM, LAKE CUMBERLAND, KY 5,902 5,902
YATESVILLE LAKE, KY 1,070 1,070
LOUISIANA
ATCHAFALAYA RIVER AND BAYOUS CHENE, BOEUF AND BLACK, LA 15,948 15,948
BARATARIA BAY
BAYOU BODCAU RESERVOIR, LA 1,402 1,402
BAYOU LACOMBE
BAYOU LAFOURCHE AND LAFOURCHE JUMP WATERWAY, LA
BAYOU PIERRE, LA 32 32
BAYOU SEGNETTE, LA
BAYOU TECHE
CADDO LAKE, LA 330 330
CALCASIEU RIVER AND PASS, LA 9,032 9,032
FRESHWATER BAYOU, LA 1,466 1,466
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, LA 19,614 19,000
HOUMA NAVIGATION CANAL, LA 253 253
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, LA 856 856 856 | o | s
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY, LA 10,115 10,115 13,115 +3,000 +3,000
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LAKE PROVIDENCE HARBOR, LA

MADISON PARISH PORT, LA

MERMENTAU RIVER, LA 2,538 2,538
MISSISSIPPI RIVER, BATON ROUGE TO THE GULF OF MEXICO 54,053 54,053
MISSISSIPPI RIVER, GULF OUTLET, LA 14,111 13,500
MISSISSIPPI RIVER OUTLETS AT VENICE, LA
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, LA 60 60
REMOVAL OF AQUATIC GROWTH, LA 2,000 2,000
WALLACE LAKE, LA 291 291
WATERWAY FROM EMPIRE TO THE GULF, LA
WATERWAY FROM INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY TO BAYOU DULAC, LA
MAINE
BASS HARBOR, ME 95 95
CARVERS HARBOR, ME 270 270
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, ME 21 21
INTERNATIONAL ST. CROIX RIVER BOARD OF CONTROL, ME 17 17
KENNEBUNK RIVER, ME 700
PORTLAND HARBOR, ME 520 520
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, ME 866 866
MARYLAND
BALTIMORE HARBOR AND CHANNELS (50 FOOT), MD 15,214 15,214
BALTIMORE HARBOR, MD (DRIFT REMOVAL) 326 326
CUMBERLAND, MD AND RIDGELEY, WV 126 126
HERRING CREEK, TALL TIMBERS, MD
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MD 36 36
JENNINGS RANDOLPH LAKE, MD AND WV 1,907 1,907
KANPPS NARROWS, MD
NANTICOKE RIVER NORTHWEST FORK, MD 240 240
OCEAN CITY HARBOR AND INLET AND SINEPUXENT BAY, MD 220 220
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MD 379 379
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, MD 97 97
ST. JEROME CREEK, MD
TILGHVAN ISLAND HARBOR,MD
WICOMICO RIVER, MD 500 500
MASSACHUSETTS
AUNT LYDIA'S COVE, MA 250
BARRE FALLS DAM, MA 637 637
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committeedrfc%mmendat\)on
I Budget es- | House al- Committee compared to (+ or —
Project title tifnate lowance recommendation Budget esti- | House allow-
mate ance
BIRCH HILL DAM, MA 607 607 607
BOSTON HARBOR, MA 7,500
BUFFUMVILLE LAKE, MA 592 592 592
CAPE COD CANAL, MA 8,896 8,750 8,896
CHARLES RIVER NATURAL VALLEY STORAGE AREA, MA 312 312 312
CONANT BROOK LAKE, MA 362 362 362
EAST BRIMFIELD LAKE, MA 458 458 458
GREEN HARBOR, MA 350
HODGES VILLAGE DAM, MA 591 591 591
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MA 114 114 114
KNIGHTVILLE DAM, MA 677 677 677
LITTLEVILLE LAKE, MA 541 541 541
MERRIMACK RIVER, MA 200
NEW BEDFORD FAIRHAVEN AND ACUSHNET HURRICANE BARRIER 337 337 337
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MA 1,300 1,300 1,300
TULLY LAKE, MA 595 595 595
WEST HILL DAM, MA 798 798 798
WESTVILLE LAKE, MA 579 579 579
WEYMOUTH-FORE RIVER, MA 3,774 3,700 3,774
MICHIGAN
ALPENA HARBOR, MI 290 +290 +290
ARCADIA HARBOR, MI 80 +80 +80
CASEVILLE HARBOR, Mi 128 +128 +128
CEDAR RIVER HARBOR, MI 550 +550 +550
CHANNELS IN LAKE ST. CLAIR, MI 183 183 183
CHARLEVOIX HARBOR, MI 89 89 89
DETROIT RIVER, MI 4,347 4,347 4,347
FRANKFORT HARBOR, MI 37 37 37
GRAND HAVEN HARBOR, MI 1,879 1,879 1,879
GRAND MARAIS HARBOR, MI 14 14 1,714
HARBOR BEACH HARBOR, MI 100 500
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HOLLAND HARBOR, MI

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MI

KEWEENAW WATERWAY, MI
LAC LA BELLE, MI

LELAND HARBOR, MI

LITTLE LAKE HARBOR, MI

LUDINGTON HARBOR, MI

MENOMINEE HARBOR, MI AND HI

MONROE HARBOR, MI
MUSKEGON HARBOR, M

NEW BUFFALO HARBOR, MI

ONTONAGON HARBOR, MI

PENTWATER, MI

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MI
ROUGE RIVER, MI

SAGINAW RIVER, MI

SEBEWAING RIVER, MI

ST. CLAIR RIVER, MI

ST. JOSEPH HARBOR, MI
ST. MARYS RIVER, MI

DULUTH-SUPERIOR HARBOR, MN AND WI
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MN

ORWELL LAKE, MN

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MN
RED LAKE RESERVOIR, MN

WARROAD HARBOR, MN

CLAIBORNE COUNTY PORT, MS

EAST FORK, TOMBIGBEE RIVER, MS

1,354 1,354

144 144

370 370

92 92

500 500

400

550 550

526 525

100

178 178

1,161 1,161

2,427 2,427

920 920

470 470

17,134 17,134

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, MI 2,314 2,314
MINNESOTA

BIGSTONE LAKE WHETSTONE RIVER, MN AND SD 164 164

5,081 5381

129 129

LAC QUI PARLE LAKES, MINNESOTA RIVER, MN 363 363

MISS RIVER BTWN MO RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS (MVP PORTION) 58,073 58,073

261 261

67 67

320 320

RESERVOIR PLAN OPERATING EVALUATION, MN 400

RESERVOIRS AT HEADWATERS OF MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MN 2,263 2,263

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, MN 310 310
MISSISSIPPI

102 102

2,500 2,500

GULFPORT HARBOR, MS

TL



CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recommendation
compared to (+ or —)

- Budget es- | House al- Committee
Project title tifnate lowance recommendation Budget esti- | House allow-
mate ance

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MS 57 57 57
MOUTH OF THE YAZOO RIVER, MS 110
OKATIBBEE LAKE, MS 1,680 1,680 2,300
PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MS 5,156 5,156 5,156
PEARL RIVER, MS AND LA 276 276 276
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MS 181 181 181
ROSEDALE HARBOR, MS 580
YAZOO RIVER, MS 140

MISSOURI
CARUTHERSVILLE HARBOR, MO 23 23 350
CLARENCE CANNON DAM AND MARK TWAIN LAKE, MO 6,107 6,107 6,107
CLEARWATER LAKE, MO 2,677 2,600 2,677
HANNIBAL, MO 76
HARRY S TRUMAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, MO 9,140 9,140 9,140
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MO 768 768 768
LITTLE BLUE RIVER LAKES, MO 730 730 730
LONG BRANCH LAKE, MO 848 848 848
MISS RIVER BTWN THE OHIO AND MO RIVERS (REG WORKS), MO 29,559 29,559 29,559
NEW MADRID HARBOR, MO 360
POMME DE TERRE LAKE, MO 1,963 1,963 1,963
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MO 7 7 7
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, MO 319 319 319
SMITHVILLE LAKE, MO 1,237 1,237 1,237
SOUTHEAST MISSOURI PORT, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MO 350
STOCKTON LAKE, MO 3,742 3,742 3,742
TABLE ROCK LAKE, MO 7,556 7,556 7,556
UNION LAKE, MO 6 6 6

MONTANA
FT PECK DAM AND LAKE, MT 4,154 4,154 4,154
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MT 19 19 19




LIBBY DAM, LAKE KOOCANUSA, MT 2,189 2,189
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, MT 87 87
NEBRASKA
GAVINS POINT DAM, LEWIS AND CLARK LAKE, NE AND SD 8,231 8,231
HARLAN COUNTY LAKE, NE 1,863 1,863
HARLAN COUNTY LAKE DAM SAFETY STUDY, NE 355
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NE 102 102
MISSOURI R. MASTER WTR CONTROL MANUAL, NE, IA, KS, MO, 203 203
PAPILLION CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES LAKES, NE 625 625
SALT CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES, NE 845 845
NEVADA
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NV 46 46
MARTIS CREEK LAKE, NV AND CA 586 586
PINE AND MATHEWS CANYONS LAKES, NV 214 214
NEW HAMPSHIRE

BLACKWATER DAM, NH 644 644
COCHECO RIVER

EDWARD MACDOWELL LAKE, NH 555 555
FRANKLIN FALLS DAM, NH 768 768
HOPKINTON-EVERETT LAKES, NH 1,228 1,228
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NH 12 12
OTTER BROOK LAKE, NH 806 806
PORTSMOUTH HARBOR/PISCATAQUA RIVER, NH

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NH 300 300
SURRY MOUNTAIN LAKE, NH 736 736

NEW JERSEY

ABSECON INLET

BARNEGAT INLET, NJ 95 95
COLD SPRING INLET, NJ 540 540
DELAWARE RIVER AT CAMDEN, NJ 10 10
DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA TO THE SEA, NJ, PA, AND DE 20,465 20,465
DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA, PA TO TRENTON, NJ 720 720
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NJ 106 106
MANASQUAN RIVER, NJ 510 510
NEWARK BAY, HACKENSACK AND PASSAIC RIVERS, NJ 8,120 8,120

NEW JERSEY INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY

46
586
214

644
2,000
555
768
1,228
12
806
500
300
736

110
500
540
10
20,465
720
106
510
8,120
1,250
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recommendation
compared to (+ or —)

- Budget es- | House al- Committee
Project title tifnate lowance recommendation Budget esti- | House allow-
mate ance
PASSAIC RIVER FLOOD WARNING SYSTEMS, NJ 450 450 450
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NJ 1,675 1,675 1,675
RARITAN RIVER TO ARTHUR KILL CUT-OFF, NJ 150 150 150
RARITAN RIVER, NJ 2,500 2,400 2,500
SALEM RIVER, NJ 965
SAVOY HOOK AT LEONARDO, NJ 150
SHARK RIVER, NJ 80 80 230
SHREWSBURY RIVER MAIN CHANNEL, NJ 400
NEW MEXICO
ABIQUIU DAM, NM 3,168 3,168 3,168
ALBUQUERQUE LEVEES, NM 2,000
COCHITI LAKE, NM 3,726 3,726 4,426
CONCHAS LAKE, NM 1,579 1,579 2,579
GALISTEO DAM, NM 779 750 779
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NM 221 221 221
JEMEZ CANYON DAM, NM 3,561 3,561 5,061
RIO GRANDE BOSQUE REHABILITATION, NM 4,000
SANTA ROSA DAM AND LAKE, NM 1,213 1,213 1,213
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, NM 1,221 1,221 1,221
TWO RIVERS DAM, NM 552 552 552
UPPER RIO GRANDE WATER OPERATIONS MODEL 2,000
NEW YORK
ALMOND LAKE, NY 509 509 509
ARKPORT DAM, NY 294 294 294
BLACK ROCK CHANNEL AND TONAWANDA HARBOR, NY 1,308 1,308 1,308
BROWNS CREEK, NY 100 100 100
BUFFALO HARBOR, NY 1,030 1,030 1,030
BUTTERMILK CHANNEL, NY 60 60 60
EAST RIVER, NY 1,350 1,350 1,350
EAST ROCKAWAY INLET, NY 140 140 140
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EAST SIDNEY LAKE, NY

EASTCHESTER CREEK, NY

FIRE ISLAND INLET TO JONES INLET, NY
FLUSHING BAY AND CREEK, NY

GREAT SOUTH BAY, NY

HUDSON RIVER CHANNEL, NY

HUDSON RIVER, NY (MAINT)

HUDSON RIVER, NY (0&C)

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NY
JAMAICA BAY, NY

LONG ISLAND INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NY

MORICHES INLET, NY

MT MORRIS LAKE, NY

NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY CHANNELS, NY
NEW YORK HARBOR, NY

NEW YORK HARBOR, NY AND NJ (DRIFT REMOVAL)

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NY

SHINNECOCK INLET, NY
SOUTHERN NEW YORK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS, NY
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, NY
WHITNEY POINT LAKE, NY

ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NC
B. EVERETT JORDAN DAM AND LAKE, NC

CAPE FEAR RIVER ABOVE WILMINGTON, NC

CAROLINA BEACH INLET

FALLS LAKE, NC

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NC
LOCKWOODS FOLLY RIVER, NC

MANTEO (SHALLOWBAG) BAY, NC

MASONBORO INLET AND CONNECTING CHANNELS, NC
MOREHEAD CITY HARBOR, NC

NEW RIVER INLET, NC
NEW TOPSAIL INLET AND CONNECTING CHANNELS, NC
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NC

SILVER LAKE HARBOR, NC

W. KERR SCOTT DAM AND RESERVOIR, NC

517 517
100 100
220 220
150 150
200 200
350 350
1,794 1,794
1,09 1,09
659 659
140 140
200 200
80 80
3,845 3,845
7,200 7,200
3,410 3,410
4,400 4,400
NEW YORK HARBOR, NY AND NJ (PREV OF OBSTRUCTIVE DEPOSIT
1,310 1310
120 120
662 662
710 710
678 678
NORTH CAROLINA
860 860
1,849 1,849
635 635
2,097 2,097
35 35
7,855 7,855
3,700 3,700
3,575 3,575
226 226
1,540 1,540
2,817 2,817
13,963 | 13,963

WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC

517
100
220
150
200
350
1,794
1,09
659
140
200
80
3,845
7,200
3,410
4,400
950
1,310
120
662
710
678

5,860
1,849
635
550
2,097
35
950
15,855
3,700
3,575
1,050
675
226
1,540
2,817
13,963

SL



CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recommendation
compared to (+ or —)

g Budget es- House al- Committee
Project it timate lowance | r dation g, 4ot esti- | House allow-
mate ance
NORTH DAKOTA
BOWMAN-HALEY LAKE, ND 156 156 156
GARRISON DAM, LAKE SAKAKAWEA, ND 13,266 13,516 14,266
HOMME LAKE, ND 266 266 266
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, ND 85 85 85
LAKE ASHTABULA AND BALDHILL DAM, ND 1,242 1,242 1,242
PIPESTEM LAKE, ND 459 459 459
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, ND 117 117 117
SOURIS RIVER, ND 422 422 422
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, ND 31 31 31
OHIO
ALUM CREEK LAKE, OH 948 948 948
ASHTABULA HARBOR, OH 1,063 1,063 1,063
BERLIN LAKE, OH 1,544 1,544 1,544
CAESAR CREEK LAKE, OH 1,222 1,222 1,222
CLARENCE J. BROWN DAM, OH 1,358 1,358 1,358
CLEVELAND HARBOR, OH 3,305 3,305 3,305
CONNEAUT HARBOR, OH 2,315 2,315 2,315
DEER CREEK LAKE, OH 815 815 815
DELAWARE LAKE, OH 794 794 794
DILLON LAKE, OH 1,790 1,790 1,790
HURON HARBOR, OH 105
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, OH 280 280 280
LORAIN HARBOR, OH 600 600 600
MASSILLON LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT, OH 25 25 25
MICHAEL J. KIRWAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, OH 718 718 718
MOSQUITO CREEK LAKE, OH 717 117 117
MUSKINGUM RIVER LAKES, OH 6,754 6,754 6,754
NORTH BRANCH KOKOSING RIVER LAKE, OH 125 125 125
PAINT CREEK LAKE, OH 721 721 721

9L



PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, OH

ROSEVILLE LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT, OH

SANDUSKY HARBOR, OH

TOLEDO HARBOR, OH

TOM JENKINS DAM, OH
WEST FORK OF MILL CREEK LAKE, OH

WILLIAM H. HARSHA LAKE, OH

ARCADIA LAKE, 0K

BIRCH LAKE, OK

BROKEN BOW LAKE, OK

CANTON LAKE, 0K
COPAN LAKE, OK

EUFAULA LAKE, OK

FORT GIBSON LAKE, 0K

FORT SUPPLY LAKE, OK
GRAND LAKE, OR

GREAT SALT PLAINS LAKE, OK

HEYBURN LAKE, 0K

HUGO LAKE, 0K
HULAH LAKE, OK

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, OK

KAW LAKE, OK

KEYSTONE LAKE, 0K
0OLOGAH LAKE, OK

OPTIMA LAKE, OK

PINE CREEK LAKE, 0K

SARDIS LAKE, OK

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, 0K

SKIATOOK LAKE, OK
TENKILLER FERRY LAKE, OK

WAURIKA LAKE, 0K

WEBBERS FALLS LOCK AND DAM, OK

240 240
30 30
890 850
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, OH 170 170
3,682 3,650
290 290
403 403
710 710
OKLAHOMA
429 429
475 475
1,493 1,493
1,723 1,723
1,511 1,511
5312 5312
5,053 5,053
733 733
166 166
529 529
1,451 1,451
626 626
88 88
2,378 2,378
4,300 4,300
1,955 1,955
61 61
PENSACOLA RESERVOIR, LAKE OF THE CHEROKEES, 0K 57 57
857 857
ROBERT S. KERR LOCK AND DAM AND RESERVOIRS, OK 4,517 4,517
1,192 1,192
508 508
1,086 1,086
2,998 2,998
1,528 1,528
4,815 4,815
460 460

WISTER LAKE, 0K




CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recommendation
compared to (+ or —)

Proect tle Butdirg"eattgs ngd's:nca‘! r Commltseei"” Budget esti- | House allow-
mate ance
OREGON
APPLEGATE LAKE, OR 595 595 595
BLUE RIVER LAKE, OR 312 312 312
BONNEVILLE LOCK AND DAM, OR AND WA 7,792 7,792 7,792
CHETCO RIVER, OR 348 348 348
COLUMBIA AND LWR WILLAMETTE R. BLW VANCOUVER, WA AND PORTLA 16,829 16,829 17,579
COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH, OR AND WA 10,186 10,186 27,186
COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN VANCOUVER, WA AND THE DALLES, OR 254 254 254
C00S BAY, OR 4,594 4,594 4,594
COQUILLE RIVER, OR 348
COTTAGE GROVE LAKE, OR 780 780 780
COUGAR LAKE, OR 766 766 766
DEPOE BAY, OR 400
DETROIT LAKE, OR 729 729 729
DORENA LAKE, OR 613 613 613
FALL CREEK LAKE, OR 555 555 555
FERN RIDGE LAKE, OR 966 966 2,100
GREEN PETER-FOSTER LAKES, OR 1,186 1,186 1,186
HILLS CREEK LAKE, OR 3,807 3,807 3,807
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, OR 167 167 167
JOHN DAY LOCK AND DAM, OR AND WA 4,692 4,692 4,692
LOOKOUT POINT LAKE, OR 1,272 1,272 1,272
LOST CREEK LAKE, OR 5,096 5,096 5,096
MCNARY LOCK AND DAM, OR AND WA 7,129 7,129 7,129
PORT ORFORD, OR 123
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, OR 177 177 177
ROGUE RIVER AT GOLD BEACH, OR 394 394 394
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, OR 62 62 62
SIUSLAW RIVER, OR 449 449 449
SURVEILLANGE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, OR 134 134 134 | .. .
TILLAMOOK BAY AND BAR, OR (PORT OF GARIBALDI) 1,500 +1,500 +1,500
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UMPQUA RIVER, OR

WILLAMETTE RIVER AT WILLAMETTE FALLS, OR

WILLAMETTE RIVER BANK PROTECTION, OR
WILLOW CREEK LAKE, OR

YAQUINA BAY AND HARBOR, OR

ALLEGHENY RIVER, PA

PENNSYLVANIA

ALVIN R. BUSH DAM, PA
AYLESWORTH CREEK LAKE, PA

BELTZVILLE LAKE, PA

BLUE MARSH LAKE, PA

CONEMAUGH RIVER LAKE, PA

COWANESQUE LAKE, PA
CROOKED CREEK LAKE, PA

CURWENSVILLE LAKE, PA

EAST BRANCH CLARION RIVER LAKE, PA

FOSTER JOSEPH SAYERS DAM, PA

FRANCIS E. WALTER DAM, PA
GENERAL EDGAR JADWIN DAM AND RESERVOIR, PA

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, PA

JOHNSTOWN, PA

KINZUA DAM AND ALLEGHENY RESERVOIR, PA

LOYALHANNA LAKE, PA

MAHONING CREEK LAKE, PA
MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA

OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, PA, OH AND WV

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, PA

PROMPTON LAKE, PA

PUNXSUTAWNEY, PA
RAYSTOWN LAKE, PA

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, PA

SCHUYLKILL RIVER, PA

SHENANGO RIVER LAKE, PA

STILLWATER LAKE, PA
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, PA
TIOGA-HAMMOND LAKES, PA

TIONESTA LAKE, PA

UNION CITY LAKE, PA

WOODCOCK CREEK LAKE, PA

72

538
1,006

4,393
721
251

1,026

2,662

1,074

2,793

1,033
7117
799
745
731
249
196

1,603

1,147
785
946

17,138
18,362
30
483

13
5,449
66

70

1,831
386

80

3,365

1,331
147
714

1,831
386
80
3,365
1,331
147
714

1,831
1,000
80
3,365
1,331
147
714

Za00

Y614
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recommendation
compared to (+ or —)

. . Budget es- House al- Committee
Project title timate lowance recommendation Budget esti- | House allow-
mate ance
YORK INDIAN ROCK DAM, PA 556 556 556
YOUGHIOGHENY RIVER LAKE, PA AND MD 2,124 2,124 2,124
PUERTO RICO
SAN JUAN HARBOR, PR 1,800 1,800 1,800 | coveoveerrcres | e
RHODE ISLAND
BULLOCKS POINT COVE, RI 700 +700 +700
BLOCK ISLAND HARBOR, RI 120 +120 +120
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, RI 15 15 15
PAWTUXET COVE, RI 1,600
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, RI 400 400 400
SOUTH CAROLINA
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, SC 467 467 3,000
CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC 11,038 11,038 11,038
COOPER RIVER, CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC 2,905 2,905 2,905
FOLLY RIVER, SC 987 987 987
GEORGETOWN HARBOR, SC 1,342 1,342 4,000
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, SC 30 30 30
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, SC 349 349 349
TOWN CREEK, SC 459
SOUTH DAKOTA

BIG BEND DAM, LAKE SHARPE, SD 1,571 7,571 1,571
CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE, LOWER BRVLE SIOUS, SD 2,000
COLD BROOK LAKE, SD 275 275 275
COTTONWOOD SPRINGS LAKE, SD 192 192 192
FORT RANDALL DAM, LAKE FRANCIS CASE, SD 9,635 9,635 9,635
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, SD 17 17 17
LAKE TRAVERSE, SD AND MN 434 434 434
MISSOURI R. BETWEEN FORT PECK DAM AND GAVINS PT, SD, MT 350 350 350
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OAHE DAM, LAKE OAHE, SD AND ND

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, SD

CENTER HILL LAKE, TN

CHEATHAM LOCK AND DAM, TN

CHICKAMAUGA LOCK, TN

CORDELL HULL DAM AND RESERVOIR, TN

DALE HOLLOW LAKE, TN
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, TN

J. PERCY PRIEST DAM AND RESERVOIR, TN

OLD HICKORY LOCK AND DAM, TN

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, TN

TENNESSEE RIVER, TN
WOLF RIVER HARBOR, TN

AQUILLA LAKE, TX

BARDWELL LAKE, TX

BAYPORT SHIP CHANNEL, TX

BELTON LAKE, TX

BENBROOK LAKE, TX

BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TX

BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBUTARIES, TX
CANYON LAKE, TX

CHOCOLATE BAYOU

CORPUS CHRISTI SHIP CHANNEL, TX

DENISON DAM, LAKE TEXOMA, TX

ESTELLINE SPRINGS EXPERIMENTAL PROJECT, TX
FERRELLS BRIDGE DAM, LAKE 0" THE PINES, TX
FREEPORT HARBOR, TX

GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL, TX

GIWW, CHANNEL TO VICTORIA, TX

GRANGER DAM AND LAKE, TX
GRAPEVINE LAKE, TX

GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, TX

HORDS CREEK LAKE, TX

HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL, TX

1421 | 11421
52 52
TENNESSEE
6,397 6,397
5,103 5,103
2,430 2,430
6,226 6,226
5,531 5,531
137 137
3,738 3,738
6,385 6,385
7 7
18537 | 18,537
23 23
TEXAS
1,108 1,108
ARKANSAS-RED RIVER BASINS CHLORIDE CONTROL—AREA VI 1,051 1,051
1,538 1,538
2,875 2,875
3,041 3,041
2,097 2,097
3,775 3,775
2,875 2,875
3,667 3,667
3,900 3,900
5,569 5,569
5 5
3,075 3,075
3,610 3,610
4,300 4,300
6,975 6,975
2,004 2,004
3,309 3,309
29312 | 29,312
1,665 1,665
3,261 3,261
557 557

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, TX

11,421
52

6,397
5,103
2,430
6,226
5,531

137
3,738
6,385

18,537
23

1,108
1,051
1,538
2,875
3,041
2,097
3,775
2,875
3,667
2,000
3,900
5,569

3,075
3,610
4,800
6,975
2,004
3,309
29,312
1,665
11,056
557

.0.
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recommendation
compared to (+ or —)

- Budget es- | House al- Committee
Project title tifnate lowance recommendation Budget esti- | House allow-
mate ance
JIM CHAPMAN LAKE, TX 2,897 2,897 2,897
JOE POOL LAKE, TX 1,023 1,023 1,023
LAKE KEMP, TX 422 422 422
LAVON LAKE, TX 3,885 3,885 3,885
LEWISVILLE DAM, TX 4,290 4,290 4,290
MATAGORDA SHIP CHANNEL, TX 8,700 8,700 8,700
NAVARRO MILLS LAKE, TX 2,353 2,353 2,353
NORTH SAN GABRIEL DAM AND LAKE GEORGETOWN, TX 2,320 2,320 2,320
0. C. FISHER DAM AND LAKE, TX 1,260 1,260 1,260
PAT MAYSE LAKE, TX 1,266 1,266 1,266
PROCTOR LAKE, TX 2,221 2,221 2,221
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, TX 50 50 50
RAY ROBERTS LAKE, TX 1,070 1,070 1,070
SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TX 13,478 13,478 13,478
SAM RAYBURN DAM AND RESERVOIR, TX 11,578 11,578 11,578
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, TX 84 84 84
SOMERVILLE LAKE, TX 3,068 3,068 3,068
STILLHOUSE HOLLOW DAM, TX 1,951 1,951 1,951 .
TEXAS CITY SHIP CHANNEL, TX 2,150 2,150 2,500 +350 +350
TEXAS WATER ALLOCATION ASSESSMENT, TX 500 500 1,600 +1,100 +1,100
TOWN BLUFF DAM, B. A. STEINHAGEN LAKE, TX 3,995 3,995 3,995 | e | s
WACO LAKE, TX 3,295 3,295 3,295
WALLISVILLE LAKE, TX 1,662 1,662 1,662
WHITNEY LAKE, TX 5,603 6,803 5,603
WRIGHT PATMAN DAM AND LAKE, TX 3,416 3,416 3,416
UTAH

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, UT 40 40 40
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, UT 631 631 631

VERMONT
BALL MOUNTAIN LAKE, VT 801 801 801 | o | s
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CONNECTICUT RIVER FLOOD CONTROL DAMS

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, VT

NORTH HARTLAND LAKE, VT
NORTH SPRINGFIELD LAKE, VT

TOWNSHEND LAKE, VT

UNION VILLAGE DAM, VT

APPOMATTOX RIVER, VA
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY—ACC, VA

ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY—DSC, VA

BENNETT'S CREEK, VA

CHINCOTEAGUE INLET, VA

GATHRIGHT DAM AND LAKE MOOMAW, VA

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, VA

JAMES RIVER CHANNEL, VA

JOHN H. KERR LAKE, VA AND NC

JOHN W. FLANNAGAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA
NORFOLK HARBOR, VA

NORTH FORK OF POUND RIVER LAKE, VA

PHILPOTT LAKE, VA

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, VA

RUDEE INLET, VA

TANGIER CHANNEL, VA
WATERWAY ON THE COAST OF VIRGINIA, VA

CHIEF JOSEPH DAM, WA

COLUMBIA RIVER AT BAKER BAY, WA (PORT OF ILWACO)

EVERETT HARBOR AND SNOHOMISH RIVER, WA

GRAYS HARBOR AND CHEHALIS RIVER, WA

HOWARD HANSON DAM, WA

ICE HARBOR LOCK AND DAM, WA
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WA

LAKE CROCKETT (KEYSTONE HARBOR), WA

LAKE WASHINGTON SHIP CANAL, WA

LITTLE GOOSE LOCK AND DAM, WA

45 45
706 706
892 892
786 786
684 684
VIRGINIA
1,670 1,670
275 275
900 900
2,084 2,084
HAMPTON RDS, NORFOLK AND NEWPORT NEWS HBR, VA (DRIFT REM 825 825
127 127
3,295 3,295
11,513 11,513
1,435 1,435
11,203 11,203
346 346
5391 5391
793 793
635 635
600 600
200 200
WASHINGTON
2,419 2,419
COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN CHINOOK AND THE HEAD OF SAND
1,508 1,508
8,582 9,000
2,481 2,481
5,670 5,670
311 311
342 342
4,387 4,387
2,165 2,165
2,422 2,422

LOWER GRANITE LOCK AND DAM, WA
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recommendation
compared to (+ or —)

- Budget es- | House al- Committee
Project title tifnate lowance recommendation Budget esti- | House allow-
mate ance
LOWER MONUMENTAL LOCK AND DAM, WA 1,996 1,996 1,996
MILL CREEK LAKE, WA 1,041 1,041 1,041
MT. ST. HELENS SEDIMENT CONTROL, WA 257 257 257
MUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA 2,516 2,516 3,419
NEAH BAY, WA 1,000
OLYMPIA HARBOR, WA 400 400 400
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, WA 403 403 403
PUGET SOUND AND TRIBUTARY WATERS, WA 864 864 864
QUILLAYUTE RIVER, WA 58 58 58
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, WA 485 485 485
SEATTLE HARBOR, WA 555 555 555
STILLAGUAMISH RIVER, WA 226 226 226
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, WA 66 66 66
TACOMA, PUYALLUP RIVER, WA 112 112 112
THE DALLES LOCK AND DAM, WA AND OR 3,667 3,667 3,877
WILLAPA RIVER AND HARBOR, WA 158 158 158
WEST VIRGINIA
BEECH FORK LAKE, WV 1,014 1,014 1,014
BLUESTONE LAKE, WV 3,828 3,828 3,828
BURNSVILLE LAKE, WV 1,517 1,517 1,517
EAST LYNN LAKE, WV 1,799 1,799 1,799
ELK RIVER HARBOR, WV 10 10 10
ELKINS, Wv 16 16 16
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WV 117 117 117
KANAWHA RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, WV 13,661 13,661 13,661
OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, WV, KY AND OH 19,530 19,530 20,530
OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, WV, KY AND OH 2,019 2,019 2,519
R. D. BAILEY LAKE, WV 1,515 1,515 1,515
STONEWALL JACKSON LAKE, WV 640 640 640
SUMMERSVILLE LAKE, WV 1,657 1,657 1,657
SUTTON LAKE, WV 1,788 1,788 1,788
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TYGART LAKE, WV 2,950 2,950
WISCONSIN

ASHLAND HARBOR, WI

EAU GALLE RIVER LAKE, WI 647 647

FOX RIVER, WI 1,748 1,748

GREEN BAY HARBOR, WI 2,476 2,476

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WI 40 40

KEWAUNEE HARBOR, WI

MANITOWOC HARBOR, WI

MILWAUKEE HARBOR, WI 844 844

PORT WASHINGTON HARBOR, WI

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, WI 105 105

STURGEON BAY HARBOR AND LAKE MICHIGAN SHIP CANAL, WI

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, Wi 472 472

TWO RIVERS HARBOR, WI 420
WYOMING

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WY 11 11

JACKSON HOLE LEVEES, WY 1,094 1,094

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, WY 86 86

MISCELLANEOUS

AQUATIC NUISANCE CONTROL RESEARCH

COASTAL INLET RESEARCH PROGRAM
CULTURAL RESOURCES (NAGPRA/CURATION)

DREDGE WHEELER READY RESERVE

DREDGING DATA AND LOCK PERFORMANCE MONITORING SYSTEM

DREDGING OPERATIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH (DOER)

DREDGING OPERATIONS TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROGRAM (DOTS)
EARTHQUAKE HAZARDS REDUCTION PROGRAM

FACILITY PROTECTION

GREAT LAKES SEDIMENT TRANSPORT MODELS

HARBOR MAINTENANCE FEE DATA COLLECTION

INLAND WATERWAY NAVIGATION CHARTS

LONG TERM OPTION ASSESSMENT FOR LOW USE NAVIGATION

MONITORING OF COMPLETED NAVIGATION PROJECTS

NATIONAL DAM SAFETY PROGRAM

NATIONAL DAM SECURITY PROGRAM

NATIONAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PROGRAM (NEPP)

g8



CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Committee recommendation
compared to (+ or —)

B I B
mate ance
NATIONAL LEWIS AND CLARK COMMEMORATION COORDINATION 319 319 319
PERFORMANCE BASED BUDGETING SUPPORT PROGRAM 2,540 734 734
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT TECHNICAL SUPPORT (ABS-P2) 250 250 250
PROTECT, CLEAR AND STRAIGHTEN CHANNELS (SEC 3) 45 45 45
RECREATION MANAGEMENT SUPPORT PROGRAM (RMSP) 1,600
REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 1,391
RELIABILITY MODELS PROGRAM FOR MAJOR REHABILITATION 608 | 608 | 608 | s | e
REMOVAL OF SUNKEN VESSELS 500 +275
RESERVE FOR KEY EMERGENCY MAINTENANCE/REPAIRS 20,000 —20,000
WATER OPERATIONS TECHNICAL SUPPORT (WOTS) 653 | 693 | 653 | s |
WATERBORNE COMMERCE STATISTICS 4,271 4271 | ... +71
REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE —12,766 — 66,232 —52,341 —65,107
Total, Operation and Maintenance 1,977,894 | 2,000,000 2,100,000 | +122,106 | -+ 100,000
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Alabama-Coosa River, AL.—The Committee has included an ad-
ditional $1,500,000 for maintenance dredging.

Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, AL & MS.—The Committee has
included for additional maintenance dredging and for aquatic plant
control activities.

Cordova Harbor, AK.—The Committee has included $600,000 for
maintenance dredging of the harbor.

Lowell Creek Tunnel, AK.—The Committee has included
$100,000 for maintenance of the Lowell Creek Tunnel project.

Nome Harbor, AK.—The Committee has included an additional
$2,496,000 for maintenance dredging of the harbor.

Alamo Lake, AZ.—The Committee has provided an additional
$450,000 for ecological restoration studies at the lake.

Helena Harbor, AR.—The Committee has included $400,000 for
maintenance dredging of this harbor.

McClellan-Kerr, Arkansas River Navigation System, AR and
OK.—Additional funds are provided to initiate replacement of tow-
haulage equipment at Locks 1 and 2.

Ouachita and Black Rivers, AR and LA.—The Committee has in-
cluded an additional, $1,800,000 for maintenance dredging.

Crescent City, CA.—The Committee has provided $500,000 for
the continued work on the dredge material management plan.

Sacrement River (Bascule Bridge), CA.—The Committee has pro-
vided $1,000,000 to initiate transfer of the Bascule Bridge to the
City.

Cherry Creek, Chatfield, and Trinidad Lakes, CO.—The Com-
mittee has included an additional $2,000,000 for continued repairs
at these three lakes. This action in no way is intended to alter the
Corps of Engineers’ lease and property accountability policies. It is
the Committee’s understanding that the State of Colorado has
agreed to cost share this project on a 50-50 basis. It is also the un-
derstanding of the Committee that the Secretary is not to assume,
nor share in the future of the operation and maintenance of these
recreation facilities. Of the funds provided, the Corps is directed to
conduct a reallocation study for Chatfield Reservoir project.

Intracoastal Waterway, Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay, DE
and MD.—The Committee recommendation includes $12,475,000
for this project. Within the funds provided, $1,000,000 is included
for maintenance costs of the SR—1 Bridge.

AIWW, Norfolk, VA to St. Johns River, FL, GA, SC, NC, and
VA.—The Committee has included $1,000,000 for maintenance
dredging.

Intracoastal Waterway, Caloosahatchee to Anclote, FL.—The
Committee has included $1,000,000 for maintenance dredging.

Intracoastal Waterway, Jacksonville to Miami, FL.—The Com-
mittee has included $4,250,000 for maintenance dredging.

Miami River, FL.—The Committee is aware of the ongoing eco-
nomic analysis of the Miami River maintenance project. The Corps
has reported to the local sponsors on several occasions that the
study was nearing completion, only to postpone its final completion.
Most recently, the Corps has directed the consultant to complete
the study by August 15, in order for the Corps to utilize the results
of the study in its preparation of the fiscal year 2007 budget re-
quest, and has conveyed its intention once again to the local spon-
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sors. The Committee expects the Corps to complete and approve
this analysis by August 15.

Apalachiacola, Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers, GA, AL, and
FL.—The Committee has included an additional $6,500,000, which
includes annual dredging of the river channel, annual operations
and maintenance of the George W. Andrews Lock, spot dredging of
shoals, continuation of slough mouth restoration, and routine oper-
ations and maintenance of the project.

Pohiki Bay, Hawaii, HI—The Committee has included $100,000
to initiate plans and specifications for the breakwater repair.

Lake Shelbyville, IL.—The Committee has included an additional
$1,000,000 for deferred maintenance activities at recreation sites.

Mississippi River Between Missouri River and Minneapolis (MVR
Portion), IL.—The Committee recommendation includes
$50,407,000. Within the funds provided, $3,000,000 is for continu-
ation of the rehab of Lock and Dam 11 and $2,500,000 is for the
rehab of Lock and Dam 19.

Saylorville Lake, IA.—The Committee has provided an additional
$250,000 to maintain the project’s basic service level as determined
by the Corps.

Michigan City Harbor, IN.—The Committee has provided
$500,000 for the dredged material management plan and plans and
specifications for dredging the harbor.

Wilson Lake, KS.—The Committee has provided an additional
$100,000 for the Corps to conduct a reallocation study.

Barren River Lake, KY.—The Committee has provided an addi-
tional $898,000 for the repair and upgrade of public use facilities.

Atchafalaya River and Bayous Chene, Boeuf and Black, LA.—The
Committee has provided an additional $9,000,000 for maintenance
dredging activities.

Barataria Bay Waterway, LA.—The Committee has provided
funds for maintaining the authorized depth of the project.

Calcasieu River and Pass, LA.—The Committee has provided an
additional $5,000,000 for maintenance dredging of this channel.

J. Bennett Johnston Waterway, LA.—The Committee has in-
cluded an additional $3,000,000 for bank stabilization repairs,
dredging entrances to oxbow lakes, routine operation and mainte-
nance activities, annual dredging requirements, and backlog main-
tenance.

Baltimore Harbor and Channels (50 foot), MD.—The Committee
has provided an additional $4,000,000 for maintenance dredging.

Herring Creek, Tall Timbers, MD.—With the funds provided, the
Committee expects the Corps to complete construction of the revet-
ment.

Boston Harbor, MA.—The Committee has provided $7,500,000 to
initiate dredging in the Inner Harbor.

Grand Marais Harbor, MI.—The Committee has provided
$1,714,000 to initiate construction of the replacement breakwater.

Clairborne County Port, MS.—The Committee has included addi-
tional funds to continue maintenance dredging of the port.

Gulfport Harbor, MS.—The Committee has included an addi-
tional $1,500,000 for ongoing maintenance projects and dredging of
the bar channel.
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Mouth of the Yazoo River, MS.—The Committee has included ad-
ditional funds for the maintenance dredging of the entrance to
Vicksburg Harbor.

Okatibbee Lake, MS.—The Committee has included additional
funds for maintenance of public user facilities.

Rosedale Harbor, MS.—The Committee has included $580,000
for maintenance dredging of the harbor.

Cocheco River, NH.—The Committee has provided $2,000,000
continue dredging of the Cocheco River project.

New Jersey Intracoastal Waterway, NJ.—The Committee has in-
cluded an additional $1,250,000 for dredging of the project.

Albuquerque Levees, NM.—The Committee has provided
$2,000,000 to assess damage to and make immediate repairs to lev-
ees damaged as a result of spring run-off flooding in 2005.

Cochiti Lake, NM.—The Committee has provided additional
funds for the continuation of studies that were initiated in fiscal
year 2004, which include the proposed operational changes and
gate automation and to begin the relocation of the Al Black area.

Jemez Canyon Dam, NM.—The Committee has provided an addi-
tional $1,500,000 to modify headworks to allow management of
sediment flows to meet 2003 Biological Opinion requirements.

Rio Grande Bosque Rehabilitation, NM.—The Committee has
provided $4,000,000 to continue fire reduction work and general
Bosque rehabilitation in order to complete repairs and fire protec-
tion resulting from 2003 and 2004 fires in the urban interface.

Upper Rio Grande Water Operations Model, NM.—The Com-
mittee has provided $2,000,000 to improve data management, co-
ordinate river operations, automate data in partnership with the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, NC.—The Committee has in-
cluded an additional $5,000,000 for dredging of the project.

Manteo (Shallowbag Bay), NC.—The Committee has included an
additional $8,000,000 for dredging of the project.

Garrison Dam and Lake Sakakawea, ND.—The Committee has
provided $100,000 for mosquito control and $900,000 for the Corps
to work in cooperation with the Friends of Lake Sakakawea to en-
sure the recreation sites around the lake can be utilized.

Columbia & Lower Willamette River Below Vancouver, WA and
Portland, OR.—The committee recommendation includes $750,000
for continued work at the Astoria Boat Basin.

Columbia River at the Mouth, OR and WA.—The Committee has
provided an additional $17,000,000 to continue jetty repairs initi-
ated with fiscal year 2005 budgeted funds, but not budgeted in fis-
cal year 2006.

Fern Ridge Dam, OR.—The Committee has provided $2,100,000
for this project. The Committee understands that the additional
$1,134,000 will complete the emergency repairs begun in fiscal year
2005 using emergency reprogramming procedures. The Committee
understands that the repairs will cost in excess of $25,000,000. The
Committee directs that these costs should be considered as dam
safety repairs for cost allocation purposes.

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway, SC.—The Committee has in-
cluded an additional $2,533,000 for dredging of the project.
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Georgetown Harbor, SC.—The Committee has included addi-
tional funds for maintenance dredging of the harbor.

Oahe Dam, Lake Oahe, SD & ND.—The Committee understands
that the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe’s water system is facing a po-
tential water shortage due to extremely low water levels on the
Missouri River. The tribe’s water intake is likely to become inoper-
able, as the Corps of Engineers continues to draw down the water
level on Lake Oahe. The Committee urges the Corps to take all
necessary steps to relocate the tribe’s water intake on the Missouri
River to ensure continued operation of the water system and an
uninterrupted water supply for the Reservation.

Chocolate Bayou, TX.—The Committee has provided additional
funds for maintenance dredging of the channel.

Houston Ship Channel, TX.—The Committee has provided an ad-
ditional $7,795,000 for additional dredging and dredging related ac-
tivities.

Texas Water Allocation Study, TX.—The Committee has provided
additional funds for the ongoing study.

Norfolk Harbor, VA.—The Committee has provided an additional
$3,469,000 for maintenance dredging and to raise the containment
dikes to provide the capacity needed for the Norfolk Harbor Deep-
ening project.

Connecticut River Flood Control Dams, VT.—$500,000 has been
provided for continued work on fish passage facilities at these
projects.

Lake Washington Ship Channel, WA.—The Committee has in-
cluded an additional $2,093,000 to maintain basic service levels at
the Ballard Locks.

Mud Mountain, WA.—Out of the funds provided, the Corps is di-
rected to use up to $903,000 to satisfy Federal fish passage obliga-
tions for the term of the cooperative agreement with Puget Sound
Energy.

The Dalles Lock and Dam, WA and OR.—The Committee has
provided an additional $210,000 for Lewis and Clark activities at
Celilo Park.

Ohio River Locks and Dams, WV, KY and OH.—The Committee
has provided $600,000 for security monitoring and $400,000 for full
levels of service at the lock.

Ohio River Open Channel Work, WV, KY and OH.—The Com-
mittee has provided $500,000 for channel condition surveys.

Long Term Option Assessment for Low Use Navigation.—The
Committee has not provided funding for this study.

Regional Sediment Management Demonstration Program.—The
Committee has provided $10,016,000 for this program. Within the
funds provided, $500,000 is for the southeast coast of Oahu, HI;
$2,500,000 is for the Littoral Drift Restoration Program, Benson
Beach, WA; $375,000 is for Lido Key, Sarasota, FL, and Vicinity
and central and southern Brevard County to Dade County;
$350,000 is for South Jetty and Clatsop Spit, OR; and $4,900,000
is for Coastal Zone Mapping and Imaging Laser to be conducted in
accordance with the University of Southern Mississippi.

Removal of Sunken Vessels.—The Committee has provided
$275,000 to remove the sunken vessel State of Pennsylvania from
the Christina River at Wilmington, DE.
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FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES

Appropriations, 2005 (1)
Budget estimate, 2006 ... . $70,000,000
House allowance .........ccceeeeee. s teeeree e eeeate e
Committee recommendation 43,000,000

1Exclude emergency appropriation of $148,000,000.

The Committee has included $43,000,000 for the FCCE account.
This account provides funds for preparedness activities for natural
and other disasters, response, and emergency flood fighting and
rescue operations, hurricane response, and emergency shore protec-
tion work. It also provides for emergency supplies of clean water
where the source has been contaminated or where adequate sup-
plies of water are needed for consumption.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

Appropriations, 2005 $143,840,000
Budget estimate, 2006 ... 160,000,000
House allowance ....................... 160,000,000
Committee recommendation 150,000,000

An appropriation of $150,000,000 is recommended for the regu-
latory program of the Corps of Engineers.

This appropriation provides for salaries and costs incurred ad-
ministering regulation of activities affecting U.S. waters, including
wetlands, in accordance with the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899
33 U.S.C. §401, the Clean Water Act of 1977 Public Law 95-217,
and the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972
Public Law 92-532.

The appropriation helps maintain program performance, protects
important aquatic resources, and supports partnerships with States
and local communities through watershed planning efforts.

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM

Appropriations, 2005 . $163,680,000
Budget estimate, 2006 140,000,000
House allowance ........ . 140,000,000
Committee recommendation .... . 140,000,000

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $140,000,000 to
continue activities related to the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial
Action Program [FUSRAP] in fiscal year 2005.

The responsibility for the cleanup of contaminated sites under
the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program was trans-
ferred to the Army Corps of Engineers in the Fiscal Year 1998 En-
ergy and Water Development Appropriations Act, Public Law 105—
62.

FUSRAP is not specifically defined by statute. The program was
established in 1974 under the broad authority of the Atomic En-
ergy Act and, until fiscal year 1998, funds for the cleanup of con-
taminated defense sites had been appropriated to the Department
of Energy through existing appropriation accounts. In appro-
priating FUSRAP funds to the Corps of Engineers, the Committee
intended to transfer only the responsibility for administration and
execution of cleanup activities at eligible sites where remediation
had not been completed. It did not intend to transfer ownership of
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and accountability for real property interests that remain with the
Department of Energy.

The Corps of Engineers has extensive experience in the cleanup
of hazardous, toxic, and radioactive wastes through its work for the
Department of Defense and other Federal agencies. The Committee
always intended for the Corps’ expertise be used in the same man-
ner for the cleanup of contaminated sites under FUSRAP. The
Committee expects the Corps to continue programming and budg-
eting for FUSRAP as part of the Corps of Engineers—Civil pro-
gram.

GENERAL EXPENSES

Appropriations, 2005 ........ccccccccieeeiiiieeeiiee e e eeaee e $165,664,000
Budget estimate, 2006 162,000,000
House allowance ..........cccccoeevvvveeeeeeeiiineeeeeeeeeennns 152,021,000
Committee recommendation 165,000,000

This appropriation finances the expenses of the Office, Chief of
Engineers, the Division Offices, and certain research and statistical
functions of the Corps of Engineers. The Committee recommenda-
tion is $165,000,000. The Committee understands that the cost of
the required financial audit of the Corps of Engineers may exceed
$20,000,000 for fiscal year 2006. Therefore, the Committee encour-
ages the Corps to use the Revolving Fund to undertake this audit
and budget appropriation for this audit in future years.

Executive Direction and Management.—The Office of the Chief of
Engineers and eight division offices supervise work in 38 district
offices.

Humphreys Engineer Center Support Activity.—This support cen-
ter provides administrative services (such as personnel, logistics,
information management, and finance and accounting) for the Of-
fice of the Chief of Engineers and other separate field operating ac-
tivities.

Institute for Water Resources.—This institute performs studies,
analyses, and develops planning techniques for the management
and development of the Nation’s water resources.

United States Army Corps of Engineers Finance Center.—This
center provides centralized support for all Corps finance and ac-
counting.

Office of Congressional Affairs.—The Committee has included
statutory language for the past several years prohibiting any funds
from being used to fund an Office of Congressional Affairs within
the executive office of the Chief of Engineers. The Committee be-
lieves that an Office of Congressional Affairs for the Civil Works
Program would hamper the efficient and effective coordination of
issues with the Committee staff and Members of Congress. The
Committee believes that the technical knowledge and managerial
expertise needed for the Corps headquarters to effectively address
Civil Works authorization, appropriation, and Headquarters policy
matters resides in the Civil Works organization. Therefore, the
Committee strongly recommends that the office of Congressional
Affairs not be a part of the process by which information on Civil
Works projects, programs, and activities is provided to Congress.
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The Committee reminds the Corps that the General Expenses
Account is to be used exclusively for executive oversight and man-
agement of the Civil Works Program.

In 1998, The Chief of Engineers issued a Command Directive
transferring the oversight and management of the General Ex-
penses account, as well as the manpower associated with this func-
tion, from the Civil Works Directorate to the Resource Manage-
ment Office. General Expense funds are appropriated solely for the
executive management and oversight of the Civil Works Program
under the direction of the Director of Civil Works.

The Committee is pleased with the efforts of the Corps to re-
structure the management of general expense funds. It continues
to believe that the general expense dollars are ultimately at the
discretion of the Chief of Engineers and are intended to be utilized
in his effort to carry out the Corps’ mission. The new controls put
in place to manage the general expense dollars and evaluate the
needs of the Corps address the Committee’s previous concerns. The
Committee requests the Corps continue to provide biannual written
notification of the dispersal of general expense funds.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

Section 101. The bill includes language limiting reimbursements.

Section 102. The bill includes language prohibiting the divesting
or transferring Civil Works functions.

Section 103. The bill includes language prohibiting any steps to
dismantle the St. Georges Bridge in Delaware.

Section 104. The bill includes language concerning report notifi-
cations.

Section 105. The bill includes language concerning report notifi-
cations.

Section 106. The bill includes language making a technical cor-
rection to the Baltimore Metropolitan Watershed Feasibility Study-
Gwnns Falls, MD.

Section 107. The bill includes language that provides for increas-
ing the cost ceiling for the Marmet Lock, Kanawha River, WV
project.

Section 108. The bill includes language that provides for increas-
ing the cost ceiling for the Lower Mud River, Milton, WV project.

Section 109. The bill includes language regarding water realloca-
tion at Lake Cumberland, KY, the San Luis Unit and the
Kesterson Reservoir in California.

Section 110. The bill includes language regarding the Lower Las
Vegas Wash, NV.

Section 111. The bill includes language regarding the Yazoo
Basin, Upper Yazoo Projects in Mississippi.

Section 112. The bill includes language regarding the Lower Mis-
sissippi River Museum and Riverfront Interpretive Site, MS.

Section 113. The bill includes language regarding the Central
New Mexico, NM.

Section 114. The bill includes language regarding the Los Ange-
les Harbor, CA.

Section 115. The bill includes language regarding the Missouri
and Middle Mississippi Rivers Enhancement Project.
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Section 116. The bill includes language regarding the Missouri
and Middle Mississippi Rivers Enhancement Project.

Section 117. The bill includes language regarding the Missouri
and Middle Mississippi Rivers Enhancement Project.

Section 118. The bill includes language regarding the Missouri
River Levee System, Unit L-15 Levee, MO.

Section 119. The bill includes language regarding the Alpine, CA
project.

Section 120. The bill includes language regarding regulatory per-
mit processing.

Section 121. The bill includes language regarding the Middle Rio
Grande Endangered Species Collaborative Program, NM.

Section 122. The bill includes language regarding Bluestone
Dam, WV.

Section 123. The bill includes language deauthorizing a portion
of a project in Washington.

Section 124. The bill includes language regarding Fern Ridge
Dam, WV.

Section 125. The bill includes language regarding the Federal
dredges.

Section 126. The bill includes language regarding Federal
dredges.

Section 127. The bill includes language regarding a Dispersal
Barrier in Vermont and New York.



TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT

Appropriations, 2005 ........cccceceeierierieiieieieieee ettt naens $47,625,000
Budget estimate, 2006 34,350,000
House allowance ...........cccceeevvveeeiiveeeecieeceneeeenns 34,350,000
Committee recommendation 34,350,000

The Committee recommendation for fiscal year 2006 to carry out
the provisions of the Central Utah Project Completion Act totals
$34,350,000. An appropriation of $31,668,000 has been provided for
Central Utah project construction; $946,000 for fish, wildlife, and
recreation, mitigation and conservation. The Committee rec-
ommendation provides $1,736,000 for program administration and
oversight.

The Central Utah Project Completion Act (titles II-VI of Public
Law 102-575) provides for the completion of the central Utah
project by the Central Utah Water Conservancy District. The Act
also authorizes the appropriation of funds for fish, wildlife, recre-
ation, mitigation, and conservation; establishes an account in the
Treasury for the deposit of these funds and of other contributions
for mitigation and conservation activities; and establishes a Utah
Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission to admin-
ister funds in that account. The Act further assigns responsibilities
for carrying out the Act to the Secretary of the Interior and pro-
hibits delegation of those responsibilities to the Bureau of Reclama-
tion.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

Appropriations, 2005 ........cccccceciieieriiieeeiiieeenee e e esaeeeeaeeeees $852,605,000
Budget estimate, 2006 ..... 801,569,000
House allowance .................. 832,000,000
Committee recommendation ...........cccocceeeeieeriieeiieenieeiieenieeie e eveeenes 899,569,000

An appropriation of $899,569,000 is recommended by the Com-
mittee for general investigations of the Bureau of Reclamation. The
water and related resources account supports the development,
management, and restoration of water and related natural re-
sources in the 17 Western States. The account includes funds for
operating and maintaining existing facilities to obtain the greatest
overall level of benefits, to protect public safety, and to conduct
studies on ways to improve the use of water and related natural
resources. Work will be done in partnership and cooperation with
non-Federal entities and other Federal agencies.

The Committee has divided underfinancing between the Re-
sources Management Subaccount and the Facilities Operation and
Maintenance Subaccount. The Committee directs that the under-
financing amount in each subaccount initially be applied uniformly

(95)
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across all projects within the subaccounts. Upon applying the
underfinanced amounts, normal reprogramming procedures should
be undertaken to account for schedule slippages, accelerations or
other unforeseen conditions.

The amounts recommended by the Committee are shown on the
following table along with the budget request.

BUILDING AND SITE SECURITY

Security Costs and Allocations.—Following the attacks on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, the Bureau of Reclamation strengthened security
at Federal dams and similar facilities and has undertaken but not
completed extensive risk assessments for over 400 units throughout
the West. Many of these are multi-purpose facilities providing flood
control, water storage for contract irrigators, municipal and indus-
trial water supplies, power generation, recreation and environ-
mental mitigation benefits. The Committee understands that begin-
ning in fiscal year 2006, Reclamation will no longer make a distinc-
tion between pre-September 11, 2001, security costs and post-Sep-
tember 11, 2001, security costs. The Committee recognizes that the
security posture of Reclamation will likely not approach pre-Sep-
tember 11, 2001, levels for many years, if ever. The Committee rec-
ognizes that project beneficiaries benefit from this enhanced secu-
rity. However, the Committee remains concerned about the
reimbursability of increased security costs for Reclamation projects.
The Committee wants to ensure that all project beneficiaries that
benefit from the enhanced security posture, pay a fair share of the
costs. Therefore, Reclamation shall provide a report to the Com-
mittee, no later than, May 1, 2007, with a breakout of planned re-
imbursable and non-reimbursable security costs by project pro
rated by project purposes. The Committee directs the Commis-
sioner not to begin the reimbursement process until the Congress
provides direct instruction to do so.

Direct Funding of Operations and Maintenance Work and the PMAs

The Committee has chosen not to include the legislative proposal
to directly fund reclamation hydropower operation and mainte-
nance activities through receipts from the power marketing admin-
istrations due to budgetary scoring implications.



BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee recommendation

Resources Facilities
management OM&R

Resources Facilities
management OM&R

Resources Facilities
management OM&R

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

ARIZONA
AK CHIN WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT PROJECT

7,200

CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT, COLORADO RIVER BASIN

COLORADO RIVER FRONT WORK AND LEVEE SYSTEM

FORT MCDOWELL SETTLEMENT ACT

NORTHERN ARIZONA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM

PHOENIX METROPOLITAN WATER REUSE PROJECT

SALT RIVER PROJECT

SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE WATER SETTLEMENT ACT

SOUTHERN ARIZONA WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT PROJECT
SOUTH/CENTRAL ARIZONA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM

TRES RIOS WETLANDS DEMONSTRATION

YUMA AREA PROJECTS

CALIFORNIA
CACHUMA PROJECT

CALIFORNIA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM

CALLEGUAS MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT RECYCLING PLANT

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT

22,128
2,455
400
250
200
300
100
4,725
795
300
1,722

988
580
1,350

.................. 7,200

.................. 7,200

AMERICAN RIVER DIVISION

AUBURN-FOLSOM SOUTH UNIT

DELTA DIVISION

EAST SIDE DIVISION

FRIANT DIVISION

MISCELLANEOUS PROJECT PROGRAMS

REPLACEMENTS, ADDITIONS, AND EXTRAORDINARY MAINT

2,060
5,966
10,441
1,907
2,235
12,511

SACRAMENTO RIVER DIVISION

SAN FELIPE DIVISION

SAN JOAQUIN DIVISION

SHASTA DIVISION

TRINITY RIVER DIVISION

2,381
846
300

1,050

7,621

L6



BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee recommendation

Resources Facilities Resources Facilities Resources Facilities
management OM&R management OM&R management OM&R
WATER AND POWER OPERATIONS 1,707 10,211 1,707 10,211 1,707 10,211
WEST SAN JOAQUIN DIVISION, SAN LUIS UNIT 5,191 7,146 5,191 7,146 5191 7,146
YIELD FEASIBILITY INVESTIGATION 500 | coovorrnns 500 | e 500 | coorors
EL DORADO TEMPERATURE CONTROL DEVICE 1,000
LAKE CACHUMA WATER AND SEWAGE TREATMENT 500
LAKE TAHOE REGIONAL WETLANDS DEVELOPMENT 100 100 3,000
LONG BEACH AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROJECT 650 650 650
LONG BEACH DESALINATION PROJECT 1,250 1,250
MISSION SPRINGS WATER REUSE, DESERT HOT SPRINGS, CA 150
NAPA—SONOMA—MARIN AGRICULTURAL REUSE PROJECT 250
NORTH SAN DIEGO COUNTY AREA WATER RECYCLING PROJECT 1,250 2,500 1,250
ORANGE COUNTY REGIONAL WATER RECLAMATION PROJECT, PHAS 1,250 2,250 2,250
ORLAND PROJECT 4 a 41
PASADENA RECLAIMED WATER PROJECT LU
SACRAMENTO RIVER DIVERSION STUDY 1,000
SALTON SEA RESEARCH PROJECT 1,000 4,800 1,000
SAN DIEGO AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAM 3,500 3,500 3,500
SAN GABRIEL BASIN PROJECT 500 500 500
SAN GABRIEL BASIN RESTORATION PROJECT 10,000
SAN JOSE WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAM LUV E— 10V E— 1,000 | cooveoee.
SANTA MARGARITA RIVER CONJUNCTIVE USE PROJECT 500
SOLANO PROJECT 1,502 1,502 1,502
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 550 1,050 550
VENTURA RIVER PROJECT 596 596 596
WATSONVILLE AREA WATER RECYCLING PROJECT 2,000
COLORADO
ANIMAS-LA PLATA PROJECT, CRSP SECTION 5 AND 8 52,000 | oo L)V E— 60,000 | oo
COLLBRAN PROJECT 166 1,277 166 1,277 166 1,277
COLORADO-BIG THOMPSON PROJECT 438 16,151 438 16,151 438 16,151
COLORADO INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM V[V E— ALV E— 200 | o
FRUITGROWERS DAM PROJECT 20 128 20 128 20 128
FRYINGPAN-ARKANSAS PROJECT 173 8,579 173 8,579 173 8,579

86



GRAND VALLEY UNIT, CRBSCP, TITLE II 233 670 233 670 233 670
LEADVILLE/ARKANSAS RIVER RECOVERY 72 2,250 72 2,250 72 2,250
MANCOS PROJECT 86 88 86 88 86 88
PARADOX VALLEY UNIT, CRBSCP, TITLE I 62 2,055 62 2,055 62 2,055
PINE RIVER PROJECT 114 128 114 128 114 128
SAN LUIS VALLEY PROJECT 279 5,490 279 5,490 279 5,490
UNCOMPAHGRE PROJECT 172 126 172 126 172 126
HAWAII
HAWAIIAN RECLAIM AND REUSE STUDY 1,000 | s
IDAHO
BOISE AREA PROJECTS 2,480
COLUMBIA AND SNAKE RIVER SALMON RECOVERY PROJECT 17,500
IDAHO INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 548
MINIDOKA AREA PROJECTS 3,169
MINIDOKA NORTHSIDE DRAIN WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 200
MINIDOKA PROJECT, GRASSY LAKE SOD
KANSAS
KANSAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 150 | v 150 | v 150 | s
WICHITA PROJECT 261 334 261 334 261 334
MONTANA
FORT PECK DRY PRAIRIE RURAL WATER SYSTEM
HUNGRY HORSE PROJECT 331
HUNTLEY PROJECT 26 125
MILK RIVER PROJECT 455 852 455 852 455 852
MONTANA INVESTIGATIONS 215 E— 212 E— 385 | e
NORTH CENTRAL MONTANA RURAL WATER PROJECT 7,500
ST. MARY’S FACILITIES REHABILITATION 1,000 | oo
SUN RIVER PROJECT 3 S E— 281 | 241
NEBRASKA
MIRAGE FLATS PROJECT 12 71 12 71 12 71
NEBRASKA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 128 128 128
NEVADA
HALFWAY WASH PROJECT STUDY 200 | oo 200 | e 1,000 | oo
LAHONTAN BASIN PROJECT 4,520 3,057 4,520 3,067 4,520 3,057

66



BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee recommendation

Resources Facilities Resources Facilities Resources Facilities
management management management
LAKE MEAD/LAS VEGAS WASH PROGRAM 1,200 | oo 1,200 | e 2,775
NORTH LAS VEGAS WATER REUSE 1,000
SOUTHERN NEVADA WATER RECYCLING PROJECT 3,423
NEW MEXICO
ALBUQUERQUE METRO AREA WATER AND RECLAMATION REUSE 1,000
CARLSBAD PROJECT 2,297 822 2,297 822 2,297
CHIMAYO WATER PLAN 1,000
EASTERN NEW MEXICO WATER SUPPLY
EASTERN NEW MEXICO INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAMS 70| s 70 | s 70
ESPANOLA WATER DIVERSION 1,000
JICARILLA APACHE RESERVATION RURAL WATER SYSTEM 500 =
MIDDLE RIO GRANDE PROJECT 9,150 9,850 9,150 9,850 15,650 9,850 8
MIDDLE RIO GRANDE OFF-CHANNEL SANCTUARIES 2,000
NAVAJO GALLUP WATER SUPPLY 500 500
NAVAJO NATION INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 180 | oo 180 180
PECOS RIVER BASIN WATER SALVAGE PROJECT 181 | s 181 | e
RI0O GRANDE PROJECT 1,134 3,567 1,134 3,567 1,134
SAN JUAN RIVER BASIN INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 150 | s 150 | cs 150 | oo,
SANTA FE—WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROJECT
SOUTHERN NEW MEXICO/WEST TEXAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 230 | e 230 | s 230 | v
TUCUMCARI PROJECT 56 7 56 7 56 7
NORTH DAKOTA
DAKOTAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 237 237
DAKOTAS TRIBES INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 84 84
PICK-SLOAN MISSOURI BASIN PROGRAM, GARRISON DIVERSION 22,640 4,197 22,640 4,197
OKLAHOMA
ARBUCKLE PROJECT 17 183 17 183 17 183
MCGEE CREEK PROJECT 33 518 33 518 33 518
MOUNTAIN PARK PROJECT 17 338 17 338 17 338




NORMAN PROJECT

NORMANIOR FEASISBILITY STUDY

NORTH FORK OF THE RED RIVER PROJECT, (OKLAHOMA INVESTI

OKLAHOMA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM

WASHITA BASIN PROJECT

W.C. AUSTIN PROJECT

CROOKED RIVER PROJECT

DESCHUTES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROJECT

DESCHUTES PROJECT

EASTERN OREGON PROJECTS

KLAMATH PROJECT

OREGON INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM

ROGUE RIVER BASIN PROJECT, TALENT DIVISION

SAVAGE RAPIDS DAM REMOVAL

TUALATIN PROJECT

TUALATIN VALLEY WATER SUPPLY FEASIBILITY PROJECT
UMATILLA BASIN PROJECT, PHASE Ill STUDY

UMATILLA PROJECT

LEWIS AND CLARK RURAL WATER SYSTEM

MID-DAKOTA RURAL WATER PROJECT

MNI WICONI PROJECT

PERKINS COUNTY RURAL WATER DISTRICT

RAPID VALLEY PROJECT, DEERFIELD DAM

BALMORHEA PROJECT

CANADIAN RIVER PROJECT

EL PASO WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE

LOWER RIO GRANDE VALLEY WATER RESOURCES

NUECES RIVER

SAN ANGELO PROJECT

TEXAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM

17 384 17 384 17 384
300 | o
155 | o 155 | o L —
30 1,155 30 1,155 30 1,155
137 389 137 389 137 389
OREGON
661 446 661 446 661 446
2,000 | oo
301 147 301 147 301 147
544 362 544 362 544 362
21,310 690 21,310 690 21,310 690
850 | o 850 | v 850 | o
780 223 780 223 780 223
1,000 | o 1,000 | o 2,000 | e
475 147 475 147 475 147
300 | o 300 | oo
200 | o 200 | o 200 | o
803 3,127 803 3,127 803 3,127
SOUTH DAKOTA
15,000 | corore 15,000 | oo 20,000 | oo
15 | 300 4,000 15
22,447 7,053 14,947 7,053 26,447 7,053
2,000 | o
Il IR 50
TEXAS

2| e U |
69 97 69 97

103

il 50

36 503 36

17 344 17
208 | 24|

TRINITY RIVER WASTEWATER STUDY

WILLIAMSON COUNTY WATER RECYLING PROJECT




BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee recommendation

Resources Facilities Resources Facilities Resources Facilities
management management management
UTAH
HYRUM PROJECT 125 30 126 30 125 30
MOON LAKE PROJECT 13 27 13 27 13 27
NEWTON PROJECT 43 23 43 23 43 23
NORTHERN UTAH INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 154 | o 158 | o 654 |
OGDEN RIVER PROJECT 228 35 228 35 228 35
PARK CITY FEASIBILITY STUDY 500 | v 500 [ cooins
PROVO RIVER PROJECT 894 319 894 319 894 319
PROVO RIVER PROJECT, DEER CREEK DAM 4,900 4,900 4,900
SCOFIELD PROJECT 86 27 27 27
SOUTHERN UTAH INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM
STRAWBERRY VALLEY PROJECT 177 8 177 8 177 8
WEBER BASIN PROJECT 1,841 357 1,841 357 1,841 357
WEBER BASIN PROJECT, PINEVIEW PROJECT
WEBER RIVER PROJECT 41 80 a 80 o 80
WASHINGTON
COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT 4,047 7,616 4,047 7,616 4,047 7,616
LOWER ELWHA KLALLAM WATER SUPPLY FEASIBILITY STUDY
MAKAH INDIAN COMMUNITY WATER SUPPLY FEASIBILITY STUDY 300 300
STORAGE DAM FISH PASSAGE FEASIBILITY STUDY 780 780 780
WASHINGTON INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 300 550 950
YAKIMA PROJECT 1,524 6,398 1,524 1,524
YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER STORAGE 1,500 1,500
YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER ENHANCEMENT PROJECT LI UL — 7,000 8,500
WYOMING

KENDRICK PROJECT 50 4,010 50 4,010 50 4,010
NORTH PLATTE PROJECT 79 1,817 79 1,817 79 1,817
SHOSHONE PROJECT 62 740 62 740 62 740
WYOMING INVESTIGATION PROGRAM 401 L1V 401

60T



VARIOUS

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROJECT, TITLE |

DAM SAFETY PROGRAM

10,673

10,673

10,673

DROUGHT EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE

GENERAL PLANNING STUDIES

NATIVE AMERICAN AFFAIRS PROGRAM

POWER PROGRAM SERVICES

PUBLIC ACCESS AND SAFETY PROGRAM

RECLAMATION LAW ADMINISTRATION

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

SITE SECURITY

SOIL AND MOISTURE CONSERVATION

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL, TITLE II 10,000
COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT, SECTION 5 6,293
COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT, SECTION 8 4,030
COLORADO RIVER WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 465
DEPARTMENT DAM SAFETY PROGRAM
INITIATE SOD CORRECTIVE ACTION
SAFETY OF DAMS CORRECTIVE ACTION STUDIES
SAFETY OF EVALUATION OF EXISTING DAMS
DEPARTMENTAL IRRIGATION DRAINAGE PROGRAM
500
EMERGENCY PLANNING AND DISASTER RESPONSE PROGRAM
ENDANGERED SPECIES RECOVERY IMPLEMENTATION 9,734
ENVIRONMENTAL AND INTERAGENCY COORDINATION ACTIVITIES 1,790
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 965
EXAMINATION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES
FEDERAL BUILDING SEISMIC SAFETY PROGRAM
2,006
LAND RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 7,000
LOWER COLORADO RIVER INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 300
LOWER COLORADO RIVER OPERATIONS PROGRAM 17,894
MISCELLANEOUS FLOOD CONTROL OPERATIONS
7,525
NATURAL RESOURCES DAMAGE ASSESSMENT 300
NEGOTIATION AND ADMINISTRATION OF WATER MARKETING 1,745
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 165
PICK-SLOAN MISSOURI BASIN—OTHER PROJECTS 3,537 38,553 3,537 38,553 3,537 38,563
1,020 212 1,020 212 1,020 212
634 124 634 124 634 124
2,368
RECLAMATION RECREATION MANAGEMENT—TITLE XXVIII 582
RECREATION & FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 1,570
DESALINATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 25
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM 9,684
293
1,884

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO STATES

€01



BUREAU OF RECLAMATION—WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Project title

Budget estimate

House allowance

Committee recommendation

Resources Facilities Resources Facilities Resources Facilities
management management management
TITLE XVI, WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAM 1,229
UNITED STATES/MEXICO BORDER ISSUES—TECHNICAL SUPPORT 80 80

WATER CONSERVATION FIELD SERVICE PROGRAM

EFFICIENCY INCENTIVES PROGRAM

WATER MANAGEMENT AND CONSERVATION PROGRAM

WATER 2025

WETLANDS DEVELOPMENT

UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION BASED ON ANTICIPATED DELAYS

RESCISSION—PUBLIC LAW 108-447

8,950 9,875
30,000
1,500 | ..
=30,172 | i =6,967 | oo —30,749 —2.978

Total, Water and Related Resources

409,892 391,677
801,569

449,488 382,462
832,000

510,870 388,699
899,569

701
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Colorado Front Work and Levee System, AZ.—The Committee
has included $8,200,000 for continuation of this project. Additional
funds were provided above the budget request for continued work
on the regulating reservoirs and for initiation of appropriate stud-
ies to determine if additional capacity can be economically realized
behind Laguna Dam if sediment is removed. The Committee under-
stands that these projects have the potential of saving as much as
300,000 acre-feet of Colorado River System water that would other-
wise be over-delivered to Mexico. Due to the potential for such
water savings (essentially Nevada’s entire annual share of Colo-
rado River Water), the Committee urges Reclamation to increase
budgeting for these items.

South [ Central Arizona Investigations Program, AZ.—Within the
funds provided, the Committee has included $300,000 for the Cen-
tral Arizona Salinity Study and $250,000 for the West Salt River
Study.

Central Valley Project.—

—Delta Division.—Within the funds provided for the Delta Divi-
sion, $4,000,000 is provided for the Interagency Ecological Pro-
gram.

—Friant Division.—$200,000 has been provided for appraisal
level studies of the Madera Irrigation District Water Supply
Enhancement.

—Miscellaneous Project Programs.—Additional funds above the
budget request are provided for the Kaweah River Delta Cor-
ridor Enhancement Study ($63,000) and the Sacramento Valley
Regional Integrated Water Management Plan ($2,500,000).

—Sacramento River Division.—Additional funds above the budg-
et request are provided to complete the Glen Colusa Irrigation
District Fish Screen Improvement Project.

—Trinity River Division.—The Committee has provided $500,000
above the budget request for the Fishery Restoration program.
These funds are to be used in concert with the $2,000,000 pro-
vided in the Central Valley Project Restoration Program to
meet Federal trust responsibilities to protect the fishery re-
sources of the Hoopa Valley Tribe. The Commissioner is urged
to continue to support a Co-Management Agreement between
the Hoopa Valley Tribe and the Bureau of Reclamation.

Animas-La Plata, CO.—The Committee has provided $60,000,000
for construction of this project.

Colorado-Big Thompson Project, CO.—The Committee is aware of
the recently completed pipeline study and urges Reclamation to
work with the stakeholders with relation to the Colorado-Big
Thompson project as authorities allow.

Fort Peck, Dry Prairie Rural Water System, MT.—The Committee
has provided $19,000,000 for continued construction of the project.

Lahontan Basin Project, NV.—The Committee has learned that
dam safety issues have arisen concerning Tahoe Dam. As this dam
provides more than 70 percent of the water supply for the area, it
is imperative that safety remediation activities be undertaken as
soon as possible. The Committee understands that preliminary in-
vestigations are underway and will be continued with budgeted
funds in fiscal year 2006. The Committee expects Reclamation to
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ask for the appropriate funding level in the fiscal year 2007 budget
to address safety issues.

Southern Nevada Water Recycling Project, NV.—The Committee
has provided $3,423,000 to complete the Federal share of this
project.

Chimayo Water Plan, NM.—The Committee has provided
$1,000,000 to initiate this project.

Espanola Water Diversion, NM.—The Committee has provided
$1,000,000 to initiate this project.

Middle Rio Grande Project, New Mexico.—The conferees support
the reorganization of the Endangered Species Act Collaborative
Program resulting in the Army Corps of Engineers in collaboration
with the Fish and Wildlife Service taking responsibility to provide
the administrative support for the program and the Army Corps of
Engineers taking responsibility to meet the Reasonable and Pru-
dent Alternative of the 2003 Biological Opinion required by section
205 of Public Law 108-447 (118 Stat 2949) other than the water
acquisition and management functions set out in the Reasonable
and Prudent Alternative. Additionally, the Army Corps of Engi-
neers will assume responsibility for providing a detailed spending
plan for fiscal year 2006 funds to the House and Senate Appropria-
tions Committees for approval; completion of the baseline Long-
Term Plan and completion of the Programmatic Environmental Im-
pact Statement before the end of fiscal year 2006. The Bureau of
Reclamation retains responsibility to meet the Reasonable and Pru-
dent Alternative regarding water acquisition and management, in-
cluding acquisition of water to meet the flow requirements articu-
lated in the 2003 Biological Opinion and development of a long-
term plan to meet these flow requirements. The conferees expect
the Bureau of Reclamation to facilitate a smooth transition of ad-
ministrative functions for the program to the Army Corps of Engi-
neers and the Fish and Wildlife Service within 3 months of the be-
ginning of fiscal year 2006. Of the total $25,500,000 provided for
the Middle Rio Grande Project, the conferees have provided
$12,900,000 for the collaborative program. Of these funds, The Bu-
reau of Reclamation is provided $5,000,000 for water acquisition
and associated administrative support within the Bureau; the Bu-
reau is to transfer $7,500,000 to the Army Corps of Engineers to
fund populations management, habitat restoration, water manage-
ment studies, fish passage and river connectivity, minnow manage-
ment, water quality, science and monitoring, biological opinion
monitoring, and program management to meet the 2003 Biological
Opinion Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives; and to provide
$400,000 to the Fish and Wildlife Service for program management
support. The cost-share requirements of the program remain 75
percent Federal/25 percent non-Federal for all activities except
water acquisition and program administration. Non-Federal cost
share may be provided through in-kind services and participation
on the administration team.

Middle Rio Grande Off-Channel Sanctuaries, New Mexico.—The
Committee provides $2,000,000 for completion of construction and
initial operation of the off-channel sanctuary authorized under sec-
tion 6014 of Public Law 109-13.
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Norman, OK.—The Committee has included $300,000 to initiate
this study.

Deschutes Ecosystem Restoration Project, OR.—The Committee
has provided $2,000,000 to continue this project.

Mid-Dakota Rural Water Project, SD.—The Committee has pro-
vided $4,000,000 to close out this project that was completed in fis-
cal year 2005.

El Paso, Water Reclamation and Reuse, TX.—The Committee has
included $103,000 to complete the project as currently authorized.

Williamson County Water Reclamation and Reuse Project, TX.—
The Committee has provided $200,000 to initiate this project.

Northern Utah Investigations Program, UT.—The Committee has
included an additional $500,000 for the Rural Water Technology
Alliance.

Washington Investigations Program, WA.—The Committee has

rovided $950,000 for this program. Within the funds provided,
5600,000 is for the Odessa Sub Area study, and $50,000 is for the
West Canal study.

Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Project, Title I.—The Com-
mittee is concerned about drought conditions in the west and par-
ticularly how they relate to the Colorado River System. As was dis-
cussed under the Colorado Front Work and Levee System Project,
it is imperative that Reclamation, working with the stakeholders,
determine how to retain additional water in the system to avoid
making excess releases to Mexico.

The Yuma desalting plant was constructed by the Bureau of Rec-
lamation to address Treaty water, quality and quantity, issues with
Mexico; however, it has never been operated at more than about
one-third capacity for about 6 months. Without the plant, about
100,000 acre feet of Colorado River water is bypassed to Mexico
through the Welton-Mohawk Drain. Treaty obligations have been
met by other means over the last 10-12 years rather than using
the desalting plant. However, with the persistent drought the loss
of that 100,000 acre feet of water is becoming more of an issue as
Lake Mead and Lake Powell have dropped.

The Committee understands that the Yuma plant is antiquated
and expensive to operate. However, it appears to the Committee
that it might be the best short-term alternative to respond to the
drought. Therefore, the Committee directs the Commissioner of
Reclamation to provide an engineering report to the Committee no
later than 30 days after the enactment of this act detailing the
costs and current progress towards modernizing the Yuma plant to
where it could be used as intended. Further, the Committee directs
the Commissioner to include realistic operational costs in the re-
port for the plant. The Committee would entertain discussions of
alternate ideas for water sources or operation of the plant provided
they do not infringe upon property rights, state or local laws.

Departmental Irrigation Program.—The Committee has provided
$1,900,000 for this program. $150,000 is provided for the
Uncompaghre selenium control project and $1,750,000 is for irriga-
tion modernization activities for Elephant Butte Irrigation District.

Drought Emergency Assistance.—The Committee has provided
the budget request for this program. Within the funds provided,
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the Committee urges Reclamation to provide full and fair consider-
ation for drought assistance from the State of Hawaii.

Native American Affairs Program.—Additional funds provided
above the budget request are for continued work on the AAMODT
settlement.

Research and Development, Science and Technology Program.—
The Committee has provided $1,000,000 above the request for the
further refinement of the Upper Rio Grande Water Operations
Model in collaboration with the Army Corps of Engineers and
Sandia National Laboratories.

Research and Development, Desalination Research and Develop-
ment Program.—The Committee has provided $11,025,000 for this
program. Within the funds provided, $4,000,000 is for desalination
R&D efforts directed by the Bureau of Reclamation. The Committee
continues to urge the Bureau of Reclamation to place a higher pri-
ority on desalination activities in future budgets given the impor-
tance of sustainable water supplies to the West and to other re-

ions of the country. Additionally, the Committee has provided
%7,000,000 for the completion of construction of the Tularosa Basin
Desalination Facility, New Mexico and initial operation. Upon com-
pletion of the facility, the Bureau is directed to select an organiza-
tion to operate the facility under Bureau direction. In this selection
the Bureau should give priority to local education institutions who
have expertise, do not need to relocate and have on-going water re-
search activities.

Site Security.—The Committee has provided the budget request
for this item and directs that increased security costs continue to
be non-reimbursible until the Committee notifies Reclamation oth-
erwise.

Title XVI, Water Reclamation and Reuse.—The Committee has
provided $4,229,000 for this program. Within the funds provided,
the Committee has included $3,000,000 for the WateReuse Founda-
tion. These funds shall be available to support the Foundation’s re-
search priorities.

Water Conservation Field Service Program.—The Committee has
included $300,000 for urban water conservation projects identified
through the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California In-
novative Conservation Program that will increase water-use effi-
ciency. In addition, $100,000 is provided for the Bureau of Rec-
lamation to initiate a study to identify concurrent and overlapping
Government programs aimed at improving water resource effi-
ciency. It is hoped that the study will encourage agencies to look
beyond their individual areas of responsibility in an effort to bring
about greater resource efficiencies to the Southern California re-
gion.

Water 2025.—The dire drought the West is currently experi-
encing, combined with an unprecedented number of water users
and endangered species and related requirements, make water use
efficiencies more critical than ever. The Committee has provided
$20,000,000 for this initiative proposed by the administration. The
Committee believes that water resource and efficiency issues, com-
bined with the drought and endangered species listings, make the
Rio Grande River in New Mexico the embodiment of the Water
2025 initiative. Therefore, the Committee has included $1,000,000
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to provide for continued efficiency and water improvements related
to the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District and $1,000,000 for
work related to water efficiency and supply supplementation in the
Pecos consistent with the partnership between the Carlsbad Irriga-
tion District and the New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission.
A critical component of reducing tension among multiple water
users is collaborative planning and joint operations. Within the
funds provided, $2,000,000 is for the Desert Research Institute to
address water quality and environmental issues in ways that will
bring industry and regulators to mutually acceptable answers.

Wetlands Development.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $1,500,000 for the Yuma East Wetlands project.

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

Appropriations, 2005 ........ccccccceieieiiiieeeiiee e eaee e $54,628,000
Budget estimate, 2006 ..... 52,219,000
House allowance .................. 52,219,000
Committee recommendation ...........coccceeevveeeeieeeeiieeeeieeeeereeeeeiree e 52,219,000

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $52,219,000, the
same as the budget request for the Central Valley Project Restora-
tion Fund.

The Central Valley Project Restoration Fund was authorized in
the Central Valley Project Improvement Act, title 34 of Public Law
102-575. This fund was established to provide funding from project
beneficiaries for habitat restoration, improvement and acquisition,
and other fish and wildlife restoration activities in the Central Val-
ley project area of California. Revenues are derived from payments
by project beneficiaries and from donations. Payments from project
beneficiaries include several required by the Act (Friant Division
surcharges, higher charges on water transferred to non-CVP users,
and tiered water prices) and, to the extent required in appropria-
tions acts, additional annual mitigation and restoration payments.

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA RESTORATION
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

AppPropriations, 2005 .........cccccoecieiiiieniieeie ettt ettt e esteens tessbeebeesibeensaanaaens
Budget estimate, 2006 $35,000,000
House allowance ...........ccccoeevvveeeeeeeeciineeeeeeeeeennns 35,000,000
Committee recommendation 37,000,000

This account funds activities that are consistent with the
CALFED Bay-Delta Program, a collaborative effort involving 18
State and Federal agencies and representatives of California’s
urban, agricultural, and environmental communities. The goals of
the program are to improve fish and wildlife habitat, water supply
reliability, and water quality in the San Francisco Bay-San Joa-
quin River Delta, the principle hub of California’s water distribu-
tion system.

The Committee has provided $37,000,000, $2,000,000 above the
budget request for the CALFED Bay-Delta Program. The Com-
mittee is aware of recent declines in the Delta smelt population in
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Within the funds provided,
$1,000,000 is for the Interagency Ecological Program to identify the
causes of and propose remedies for the smelt’s population decline
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and $1,000,000 is for the Westside Regional Drainage Program in
the San Luis Division of the Central Valley Project.

POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION

Appropriations, 2005 ..........c.coeriereeverierieieriereereeeee e ereereenens $57,688,000
Budget estimate, 2006 57,917,000
House allowance ..........ccccceeeevvveeeeeeeiinreeeeeeeeennns 57,917,000
Committee recommendation 57,917,000

The Committee recommendation for general administrative ex-
penses is $57,917,000. This is the same as the budget request.

The policy and administrative expenses program provides for the
executive direction and management of all reclamation activities,
as performed by the Commissioner’s offices in Washington, DC,
Denver, CO, and five regional offices. The Denver office and re-
gional offices charge individual projects or activities for direct bene-
ficial services and related administrative and technical costs. These
charges are covered under other appropriations.

Bureau of Reclamation Transformation for the Future.—The
Committee notes that the core activities of the Bureau have largely
transitioned from design and construction of dams and power
plants to maintenance, repair, and renovation of these facilities. It
is appropriate to ask whether Reclamation has the appropriate or-
ganizational structure, core competencies, and resource allocations
to meet the current realities of the Bureau’s mission. The Com-
mittee therefore directs that Reclamation contract with the Na-
tional Research Council to conduct a study to advise Reclamation
on the appropriate organizational, management, and resource con-
figurations to meet its construction, maintenance, and infrastruc-
ture missions of the 21st Century. Once completed, the Bureau
shall submit the findings to the Committee.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Section 201. The bill includes language regarding the San Luis
Unit and the Kesterson Reservoir in California.

Section 202. The bill includes language that states requirements
for purchase or lease of water from the Middle Rio Grande or
Carlsbad Projects in New Mexico.

Section 203. The bill includes language regarding Drought Emer-
gency Assistance.

Section 204. The bill includes language authorizing Water 2025
and making it permanent.

Section 205. The bill includes language regarding the Rio Grande
Collaborative water operations team.

Section 206. The bill includes language extending the Desalina-
tion Act by 5 years, regarding the San Luis Unit and the Kesterson
Reservoir in California.

Section 207. The bill includes language extendeing the comple-
tion date for the Animas-La Plata.

Section 208. The bill includes language regarding the Humbolt
Project Title transfer.

Section 209. The bill includes language regarding Desert Ter-
minus Lakes.

Section 210. The bill includes language authorizing a feasibility
study for Norman, OK.
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Section 211. The Committee has included a provision concerning
Animas-La Plata.



TITLE III—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Title IIT provides for the Department of Energy’s programs relat-
ing to energy supply, environmental management, science, national
security and other related programs, including the power mar-
keting administrations, and the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission.

REPROGRAMMINGS

The Committee requires the Department to promptly and fully
inform the Committee when a change in program execution or
funding is required during the fiscal year. A reprogramming in-
cludes the reallocation of funds from one activity to another within
an appropriation, or any significant departure from a program,
project, or activity described in the agency’s budget justification, in-
cluding contemplated site budgets as presented to and approved or
modified by Congress in an appropriations act or the accompanying
statement of managers or report. For construction projects, a re-
programming constitutes the reallocation of funds from one con-
struction project identified in the justifications to another or a sig-
nificant change in the scope of an approved project.

Reprogrammings should not be employed to initiate new pro-
grams or to change program, project, or activity allocations specifi-
cally denied, limited, or increased by Congress in the Act or report.
In cases where unforeseen events or conditions are deemed to re-
quire such changes, proposals shall be submitted in advance to the
Committee and be fully explained and justified. The Committee has
not provided the Department with any internal reprogramming
flexibility in fiscal year 2005, unless specifically identified in the
House, Senate, or conference reports. Any reallocation of new or
prior year budget authority or prior year deobligations must be
submitted to the Committees in writing and may not be imple-
mented prior to approval by the Committees on Appropriations.

SMALL BUSINESS PROCUREMENTS

The Committee is concerned that the Department of Energy’s
current efforts at breaking out procurements for small business
contracts do not represent a systematic approach for consideration
of small business statutory goals together with other legitimate ac-
quisition objectives.

Beginning with its roots in the Manhattan Project, the Depart-
ment of Energy [DOE] has executed a broad mandate with regard
to the Nation’s nuclear and energy challenges. The Department
maintains the primary responsibility for energy security, ensuring
the safety, security and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile,
cleaning up the environment from the legacy of the Cold War, and
developing innovations in science and technology. A significant por-
tion of DOE’s mission (approximately 83 percent of DOE’s budget)
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is carried out by industrial and academic contractors operating
DOE-owned plants and laboratories under large facilities manage-
ment contracts where it is essential to meeting mission needs for
the work to be fully integrated at a site. Although DOE has aggres-
sively sought out new opportunities for small businesses as both
prime contractors and subcontractors, there is a limit to what it
can do since DOE’s facility management contracts are not, for the
most part, suitable for award to small businesses as prime contrac-
tors.

Nevertheless, DOE has increased the amount of DOE dollars
awarded to small businesses and over $4,000,000,000 a year is
awarded to small businesses under DOE prime contracts and sub-
contracts. However, DOE’s recent innovative efforts to increase
small business prime contracts have met with mixed results. For
example, major small business set-a-sides by the Office of Environ-
mental Management [EM] have continued EM’s preferred, but com-
plicated, cost-plus-incentive fee type contracts for mission reasons,
but have also attempted to streamline the process for small busi-
nesses. The complexities of the Federal procurement process and
the clean up mission requirements for these procurements often re-
sulted in schedule delays which negatively impact the small busi-
ness participants who may be less able to absorb such delays than
larger businesses may be. NNSA’s attempts to break out work from
facility management contracts have been met with concerns over
mission fragmentation and the ability to properly administer new
cadres of newly awarded prime Federal contracts.

Language was included in section 6022 of Public Law 109-13,
the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense, the
Global War on Terror and Tsunami Relief Act of 2005 (Public Law
109-13) directing the Secretary of Energy and Administrator of the
Small Business Administration to negotiate a Memorandum of Un-
derstanding on developing a better methodology of counting prime
and subcontracts awarded by the Department of Energy’s manage-
ment and operating, management and integration and other facil-
ity management prime contractors. During this period of negotia-
tion, the Committee expects the Department and the National Nu-
clear Security Administration to refrain from implementing new
contracting schemes, such as the Tri-lab Initiative, until an MOU
has been filed with the Congress. Consistent with section 6022 of
the Emergency Supplemental, the Committee also urges the De-
partment to increase it efforts to ensure that any efforts to break
out of prime contracts are provided to local small businesses.

Contracting requirements for the Department designed to assist
small businesses access the Federal procurement market has cre-
ated inequitable competition amongst 8(a) firms. In the attempt to
comply with the current contracting requirements, the Department
has turned to Alaska Native Corporations [ANC] as a means to in-
crease its Federal prime contracting numbers. Since October 2003,
the Department has signed contracts with Alaska Native Corpora-
tions totaling more that $500,000,000 as 8(a) firms, despite the size
and income of some ANCs. In New Mexico, for example, the Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administration has used ANC contractors
at the expense of New Mexico small businesses.
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The Committee is aware of an ongoing Government Account-
ability Office [GAO] investigation into Federal contracting rules
that are applied to Indian tribes and Native American businesses,
including Alaska Native Corporations and Hawaiian Native Orga-
nizations. The Committee looks forward to the completion of the
GAO report and the study conducted by the Department so that it
may identify where appropriate reforms are necessary to ensure
that the spirit of the Small Business Act is fulfilled.

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY AT DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY LABS

In February 2005, the Government Accountability Office [GAO]
issued a report entitled, “Equal Employment Opportunity: Informa-
tion on Personnel Actions, Employee Concerns, and Oversight at
Six Department of Energy Laboratories” (GAO-05-190). This re-
port examined six Department of Energy laboratories to determine
whether differences existed for managerial and professional women
and minorities compared with men and whites in salaries, merit
pay increases, separation patterns, and promotion rates; what con-
cerns these women and minorities have raised; and how the Office
of Federal Contract Compliance Programs [OFCCP] and the De-
partment of Energy are responding to these issues. Based on the
recommendations of the GAO, the Committee directs the Depart-
ment of Energy to work with Department of Labor’s OFCCP to de-
termine the causes of the disparities and take the necessary correc-
tive steps to address the problems identified.

LABORATORY DIRECTED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT [LDRD]

The Committee is concerned with the continued lack of recogni-
tion of the value of the LDRD, Plant Directed Research and Devel-
opment [PDRD] and Site Directed Research and Development
[SDRD] programs to DOE, other Federal agencies, and the Amer-
ican taxpayer. For example, the most recent DOE report submitted
to Congress on the LDRD program clearly indicates that other Fed-
eral agencies continue to receive a very favorable return on their
limited investment in the LDRD program. The LDRD program con-
tinues to provide solutions to future science and defense mission
needs before program problems or requirements are even realized.

Building on extensive understanding of radiation transport,
LDRD efforts successfully developed a method for simulating dose
response in radiation treatment of cancer. This system, dubbed
Peregrine, has been licensed and approved by the FDA, and is cur-
rently in use for treating patients. The technology is a substantial
improvement over previous approaches, providing more precise tar-
geting of cancerous cells with radiation therapy, lowering the over-
all dose to the patient, and protecting healthy tissue from unneces-
sary exposure. LDRD research has resulted in systems for detect-
ing biological and chemical warfare agents which have been de-
ployed in recent combat zones. Specifically, Sniffer-Star has as its
core technology the “chem-lab-on-a-chip” developed under the
LDRD program, and has been flown over combat areas on un-
manned aerial vehicles, ensuring that these areas were safe for our
troops.

The LDRD program provides the Nation the flexibility needed to
support various research activities that result in many additional



115

scientific breakthroughs and advances that would not have oc-
curred otherwise, since DOE program funding is limited in its abil-
ity to fund these critical research efforts. Limiting the amount of
funding provided to this program is counter-intuitive to the contin-
ued strength of American science and defense programs in the long
run, and the Committee strongly resists any penny-wise but pound-
foolish calls to arbitrarily limit the amounts provided for LDRD.

As currently structured, the LDRD program ensures that a very
small fraction of the laboratories’ budgets are invested in innova-
tive research and new ideas that are relevant to the missions of
DOE/NNSA and the laboratories. In fact, the current funding level
for the LDRD program is relatively small compared to the overall
laboratory and Departmental budgets, but the program has been
able to produce significant scientific and technical results that ben-
efit the Nation’s science and defense missions, and the Committee
is hard-pressed to think of another program that produces results
as beneficial to the taxpayer with such a paltry amount of funds.
In this regard, the Committee is concerned that the current fund-
ing ceiling for the LDRD program is not adequate to continue to
achieve the objectives of the program. Therefore, we recommend
the LDRD funding ceiling be raised to effectively meet the increas-
ing challenges faced by the laboratories to maintain their critical
scientific competencies and attract and retain the best and bright-
est scientists. The new LDRD funding ceiling shall now be set at
8 percent (up from the current 6 percent) and PDRD and SDRD
shall now be set at 4 percent (up from the current 2 percent) and
continue to be annually approved by the Department.

Further, the Committee would like to compliment the Depart-
ment for its strong and effective management of the LDRD pro-
gram. The Department has been subject to several internal and ex-
ternal reviews over the last 5 years which have indicated the
LDRD program continues to be well-managed by the Department.
In fact, the most recent GAO review specifically indicated that
DOE has implemented procedures for the LDRD program to ensure
compliance with existing laws. The report also states that the GAO
contacted the CFO and/or General Counsel of six Federal agencies
and “each agency told us that the LDRD program’s inclusion as an
indirect cost does not limit their ability to comply with their agen-
cy’s statutory or appropriations requirements. Similarly, none of
the research managers and/or contracting officers at the agencies
expressed concern about the LDRD program or its funding meth-
od.” The White House Federal Laboratory Review Panel (called the
Packard Panel) recommended the Federal laboratories conduct dis-
cretionary research programs at the 5-10 percent level with appro-
priate Federal oversight. The Panel’s report also states:

“If U.S. taxpayers are to get the most return from their support
of R&D, government laboratories must have sufficient discretionary
funding for independent research and development. Almost every
laboratory has found that the most important innovation often
comes from the scientists’ independent ideas or actions. Thus the
productivity of the U.S. R&D establishment depends on a vigorous
independent R&D program.”
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Over the years, LDRD-funded research has resulted in many sci-
entific breakthroughs and advances, benefiting and furthering not
only DOE’s mission, but the missions of all sponsors of work at the
laboratories. LDRD is a cost of doing business at the laboratories,
and the Department should continue to ensure its laboratories dis-
tribute LDRD as indirect costs, in accordance with cost accounting
standards [CAS], to all work performed at its laboratories. The De-
partment must maintain a funding mechanism that is: (1) stable,
to ensure the laboratories continue to perform long-term, funda-
mental research—which is among their most distinctive contribu-
tions to the Nation; (2) flexible because of the uniqueness of each
institution; (3) equitable for all customers; and (4) consistent with
cost accounting standards in order to allocate expenses to cost ob-
jectives that cause, or benefit from, the expenses in accordance
with CAS (a model consistent with government contracts placed
with private industry). The Committee supports the current meth-
od for accumulating LDRD program dollars and believes that it is
a fair and equitable approach to funding the program. Therefore,
funds provided in Title III of this Act may be used to finance the
total cost of work performed for other Federal sponsors, including
LDRD costs, until they are reimbursed through the Department’s
normal billing and collection processes.

Given the evidence reiterating the well managed LDRD program
and the public benefits it provides, the Committee strongly sup-
ports the LDRD program as currently structured and managed by
the Department, and specifically rejects the program changes sug-
gested by the House Committee on Appropriations in their report
(House Report 109-86) accompanying the fiscal year 2006 Energy
and Water Appropriations bill. The Department and its labora-
tories have clearly demonstrated the need for the LDRD program
to continue. The Committee recognizes LDRD as a legitimate cost
for keeping the laboratories vibrant, cutting edge and creative in
ideas and new fields, and thereby benefits all customers using the
DOE laboratories as well as the DOE and its missions. For the fu-
ture of the Department and its laboratories, the Committee sug-
gests that the Secretary of Energy should consider expanding the
LDRD program to other DOE laboratories to further enhance the
clear benefits of the program.

The Committee recognizes that scientific discovery does not al-
ways coincide with the annul budget cycles and promising scientific
discovery occasionally fails to capture the attention of this Com-
mittee. The LDRD program will continue to provide scientists the
best opportunity to pursue discoveries as they develop, regardless
if it was never contemplated by the Congress or the Office of Man-
agement and Budget. The Committee strongly endorses the LDRD
program, as authorized, to ensure researchers sufficient funding
and flexibility to pursue useful and relevant scientific discovery.

ENERGY SuPPLY AND CONSERVATION

$1,806,936,000
1,749,446,000
1,763,888,000
1,945,330,000

Appropriations, 2005
Budget estimate, 2006 .
House allowance ..................
Committee recommendation
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The purposes of the programs funded under Energy Supply are
to develop new energy technologies and improve existing energy
technologies through basic and applied research and targeted pro-
grams in technology development. This account provides funds for
both operating expenses and capital equipment for the advance-
ment of the various energy technologies.

The Energy Supply and Conservation account includes the fol-
lowing programs: Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, Nu-
clear Energy, Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability,
Environment, Safety and Health (non-defense) and Legacy Man-
agement. Energy Conservation programs previously funded by the
Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act are now funded
by the Energy Supply and Conservation appropriation, and are
combined with energy efficiency activities in the Energy Supply
and Conservation activities. These funds shall remain available
until expended.

ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY PROGRAMS

The Committee recommendation provides $1,253,819,000 for re-
newable energy resources, an increase of $53,405,000 from the cur-
rent year level.

This program undertakes research and development of renewable
energy and related technologies to meet the growing need for clean
and affordable energy. Program activities range from basic re-
search in universities and national laboratories to cost-shared ap-
plied research, development, and field validation in partnership
with the private sector.

The recommendation for Renewable Energy Resources reflects
the Committee’s strong belief that only a balanced portfolio of pro-
duction and distribution technologies and strategies will fulfill our
Nation’s long-term needs and goals for both energy and the envi-
ronment. The Committee continues to support the efforts of the Na-
tional Center on Energy Management and Building Technologies to
improve energy efficiency in buildings. The Committee directs that
this project shall be subject to the cost-sharing requirements of a
research project rather than a demonstration project and directs
the Department to continue to fund this project at the fiscal year
2005 level of $5,000,000.

Hydrogen Research.—As a key component of the President’s Hy-
drogen Fuel Initiative, this program develops hydrogen production,
storage and delivery technologies that are more energy efficient,
cleaner, safer and lower in cost. The long-term aim is to develop
hydrogen technologies that will allow the Nation to aggressively
move forward to achieve a vision of a cleaner, more secure energy
future. Current research will facilitate a decision by industry to
commercialize hydrogen-powered fuel cell vehicles by 2015.

As such, the Committee recommendation includes $182,694,000
for hydrogen research, which is consistent with the request and
$13,188,000 above the current year level. The Committee also di-
rects the Department to provide the budget request for Hydrogen
Storage Centers of Excellence.

The Committee recognizes the importance of DOE’s “Controlled
Hydrogen Fleet and Infrastructure Demonstration Validation Pro-
gram” for further development of hydrogen technology to meet our
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Nation’s energy needs. This demonstration program is unique in
that for the first time vehicles and energy infrastructure are inte-
grated in real world settings that serve as test laboratories. The
DOE requires extensive data collection and sharing that will be
used to help advance this technology towards commercialization.
The demonstration program requires full cost sharing. The Com-
mittee specifically provides $14,900,000 for infrastructure and
$24,000,000 for vehicles for the demonstration projects as re-
quested in the Department’s fiscal year 2006 budget.

Industrial consumption of hydrogen, especially by the petro-
chemical and fertilizer communities is large and growing. The rate
of petro-chemical hydrogen consumption necessary for gasoline-
powered vehicles will accelerate as global reserves of sweet crude
oil diminish. The dominant resource for hydrogen production today
is natural gas whose reformation into hydrogen and carbon dioxide
contributes significantly to atmospheric greenhouse gases. More-
over, natural gas reserves are insufficient to service simultaneously
domestic heating and electricity requirements, industrial hydrogen
consumption, and future demands by hydrogen powered vehicles
and other fuel cell applications that would accompany the future
“Hydrogen Economy.” Thus, the Committee recommendation seeks
to focus the resources of the initiative on developing the most eco-
nomical means of producing hydrogen from renewable sources and
nuclear power. In addition, the Committee supports the rec-
ommendations of the National Academy of Science, and requests
that the Department integrate their recommendations into the pro-
gram. The Committee is aware of an ethanol-to-hydrogen fueling
station and vehicle demonstration project in Chicago and encour-
ages the Department to provide appropriate technical and financial
assistance.

For the UNLV Research Foundation the Committee rec-
ommendation includes $4,000,000 to continue evaluation of solar-
powered thermochemical production of hydrogen and $4,000,000 for
on-going hydrogen fuel cell and storage research and development.

Biomass/Biofuels—Energy  Systems.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $92,164,000 for biomass/biofuels energy sys-
tems, an increase of $20,000,000 above the request.

The Committee believes that the Regional Biomass Energy Pro-
gram [RBEP] has been a successful partnership with the five dis-
tinct regions it has served. The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $15,000,000 for product development for the State and Re-
gional Partnership Activity, of which $11,000,000 shall be provided
to establish the Southeastern Center at Mississippi State Univer-
sity to support regional biomass research and development efforts
and identify the best commercial opportunities in the Southeast for
the use of biofuels and biomass to reduce our dependence on for-
eign energy sources. Within the funds provided, the Committee rec-
ommendsg%,5,000,000, the amount of the budget request, for the Pa-
cific Northwest National Laboratory to sustain the bioproducts pro-
gram focused on catalysis and fungal biotechnology for replacing
petroleum derived chemicals and materials.

The Committee recommendation also includes $4,000,000 for the
Consortium for Plant Biotechnology Research, a successful consor-
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tium of 34 universities and 33 agribusinesses and trade associa-
tions.

Geothermal.—The Committee recommends $23,299,000 for geo-
thermal technology development, the same as the request, includ-
ing continued funding (at current year levels) for GeoPowering the
West. The Committee recommendation also includes $1,300,000 for
the Geothermal and Renewable Energy Laboratory of Nevada;
$500,000 to continue funding of operations at the GeoHeat Center
at Oregon Institute of Technology; and $500,000 for the Pyramid
Lake Paiute Tribe Energy Project.

Hydropower—The Committee recommends $500,000 for hydro-
power, the same as the budget request.

Solar Energy.—The Committee recommendation for solar energy
programs is $83,953,000.

The Committee recommendation includes $2,000,000 for the
Southeast and Southwest photovoltaic experiment stations. The
Committee recommends $1,200,000 for Sandia National Labora-
tories for the development of advanced cells and modules using
ultra-thin back-contact multicrystalline-silicon solar cells employ-
ing micromachining. The Department should continue to fully sup-
port the public/private Million Solar Roofs initiative or another ef-
fective solar deployment program. The Committee recommendation
includes $11,000,000 from within available funds for concentrating
solar power, including $5,000,000 to validate the commercial viabil-
ity by supporting a one megawatt demonstration at Sandia Na-
tional Laboratory for dish concentrating solar power.

Wind.—The Committee recommendation includes $34,249,000 for
wind energy systems. The Committee recognizes that wind energy
has succeeded in penetrating the energy markets as a cost-effective
renewable energy resource. Between 1990 and 2003, the United
States added 6,347 MW of wind-based generating capacity. The
Committee concurs with the assessment of the Government Ac-
countability Office in its September 2004 report (GAO-04-756)
that noted that the driving factor behind wind deployment is the
production of tax credit.

The budget request also provides support for offshore wind re-
search and development. Due to Federal regulatory uncertainty in
permitting offshore facilities, the Committee recommends that the
Department not expend any funds to support offshore wind energy
research until the Federal rules and permitting requirements are
implemented through legislation. In addition, the Committee recog-
nizes that the intermittent nature of wind energy has made inter-
connection to the electricity grid a barrier to entry. The Committee
supports Federal efforts to integrate renewable energy, but believes
this activity is better suited to the Office of Electricity Delivery and
Energy Reliability.

Vehicles Technology.—This program was previously funded in the
Energy Conservation account in the Interior and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, and now is funded within the Energy Supply
and Conservation account of this Act. The mission of the Vehicle
Technologies Program is to develop more energy efficient and envi-
ronmentally friendly highway transportation technologies that will
enable America t